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Opponents of school consolidation often argue that when a community loses a
high school the community dies a slow death. This paper compares the actual effects
of losing or retaining a high school through consolidation to the perceived effects.
The actual effects were measured by gathering data on seven indicators. These
indicators were: (a) population, (b) per capita income, (c) retail sales, (d) number of
retail businesses, (e) pull factor, (f) property taxes, and (g) property valuations.
Perceived effects were measured by gathering information from 180 phone surveys
conducted with people in nine Nebraska communities that had recently consolidated.
These respondents were asked if they felt a change had occurred in each of the seven
indicators and whether they felt the change was due to consolidation.
Actual data Indicated only one indicator, per capita income, had a significant
change from the time before consolidation to the time after. However, respondents
perceived a significant difference in five indicators. These indicators were:
population, retail sales, number of retail businesses, pull factor, and property
valuations.
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Communities considering consolidation should look at actual historical data
from the community to determine the viability and health of the community as it
currently is and compare that to the historical data from the previous 5 , 105and 20
years. Additionally, pre and post consolidation data from communities that have
already consolidated could allow communities to project possible outcomes for the
future of the communities should they consolidate. Further research should be
conducted by replicating this study in communities in different geographic regions
within the State of Nebraska or by considering the effects of second-generation
consolidation on the communities involved.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
In 1930, more than 130,000 school districts existed in the United States. By
1990, that number had dwindled to 15,500 (Young, 1994). In the 1919-20 school
year, 7,264 school districts existed in the state of Nebraska. In 2000-01, that number
was reduced to 572 (Nebraska Department of Education, personal communication,
October 4,2000). Of the remaining 572 school districts, 289 were Class Is, 35 were
Class Us, 228 were Class His, 1 was a Class IV, 1 was a Class V, and 18 were Class
Vis (Nebraska Department of Education, personal communication, October 4, 2000).
In addition to small student enrollments, many of the rural districts in
Nebraska are facing declining enrollments, increasing curricular requirements and
accreditation issues, state mandated caps, limits and financial restrictions placed on
district budgets, tax conscience patrons and communities, and aging facilities that do
not comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) or support identified
needs. Because of these issues, many districts are seeking avenues to maximize
resources and opportunities for their students in order to provide the highest quality of
education possible. Interlocal agreements and cooperatives, unification of districts
while maintaining attendance center identities, and sharing of staff are all examples of
ways school districts are trying to achieve quality education. The most permanent,
and arguably, the most effective avenue for dealing with declining enrollments,
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limited resources, and the myriad of restrictions school districts are facing is school
consolidation.
The benefit's of school consolidation have been espoused by educational
leaders in the State of Nebraska since the early 20th century (Nebraska Department of
Education, 1968). Research literature prior to 1970 supported consolidation on the
basis that it improved educational opportunities for students and reduced the financial
requirements needed for operation. Studies since the 1970s, however, seem to
question some of the benefits identified as being attained from consolidation (McKay,
1997; Sell, Leistritz, & Thompson, 1996). A body of research exists that traces the
historical routes of school consolidation and its espoused advantages and
disadvantages. The research, however, is limited on the effects, both real and
perceived, that school consolidation has on communities that gain (host) and lose
(vacated) their high schools.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine the real and perceived social and
economic impact of school consolidation on host and vacated communities in the
State of Nebraska. The effects of consolidation were investigated by determining the
actual and perceived economic and social ramifications of consolidation and the
relationship between the two. Statistical data currently available profiled the
economic and social status within these communities. A survey instrument studied
stakeholders’ perceptions of the impact consolidation has had on their communities.
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By examining the available statistical data with the perception data taken from the
surveys, a relationship between the real and perceived effects was determined.
Research Questions"
The research questions asked by this study were: 1.

What, if any, changes actually occurred in host and vacated

communities with respect to:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
2.

population
per capita income
retail sales
number o f retail businesses
pull factor
property taxes
property valuations

What are the perceptions across stakeholder groups of host and vacated

communities with respect to:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
3.

population
per capita income
retail sales
number of retail businesses
pull factor
property taxes
property valuations

Is there a relationship between the actual economic and social indicators

and the (a) stakeholders’ perceptions of these same indicators and (b) their belief that
a change was caused by consolidation?
Theoretical Perspective
The theoretical perspective for this study was found in Carol Weiss’ (1983)
work on public policy that states that “public policy positions taken by policy actors
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are the result of three sets of forces: their ideologies, their interests, and the
information they have” (p. 221). This study utilized an interpretive theory to
ascertain if participants’ perceptions regarding the effects of consolidation on their
communities were based on these three factors.
ideologies. Positions on public poEcy are often based on the choice that exists
between values, not simply among objective facts. People often tend to want to retain
the “localism” they feel with their school district, and patrons often want to keep to
themselves rather than be forced to join with another group. Tradition also often
plays a part in the position people take on public policy.
Interests. Financial interests are strong for those who take a stance on public
policy. Quite often it boils down to a fear of financial loss. Self-interest can also
play a major role for an individual in deciding public policy. How will the person’s
position in the community be affected by this particular policy? The policy decisions
can also be affected by the individual’s perception that a loss of power will result
because of the decision.
information. Information, it would appear, is often overrated in determining
how people will position themselves on a societal issue. The most powerful and
influential information is often self-derived. “The stakeholders own experience and
first-hand knowledge were most influential... Information and research seemed to be
used more as tools to support a position arrived at for self-interest or ideological
purposes”(Ward & Rink, 1992, p. 17).
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Definitions
Host communities are those communities that gain or retain a high school in
their community after consolidation.
Vacated communities are those communities that lose or do not retain a high
school in their community after consolidation.
Consolidation is the combining of two or more school districts for the
purposes of education or economic benefit.
Reorganization: Nebraska State Statute 79-434 identifies “the uniting o f one
or more established districts” as one of the methods for reorganization o f school
districts. For the purposes of this study, the terms reorganization and consolidation
will be used interchangeably.
Stakeholder groups are those groups or individuals affected by consolidation.
For this study, the stakeholder groups are school personnel, business owners, and
community members.
School personnel are school board members, administrators, teachers, and
non-certificated staff of the host and vacated communities.
Business owners are individuals who own or operate banks, grocery stores,
retail stores, manufacturing plants, and governmental, agriculture, or energy offices
within a community.
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Community members are parents of students currently enrolled in the schools
and property owners in the consolidated district.
Seven Indicators are the factors used to determine the effects school
consolidation has on communities. In this study, the seven indicators are population,
per capita income, retail sales, number of retail businesses, pull factor, property taxes
and property valuation.
Population refers to the number of individuals residing in a community.
Per capita income refers to the average income per person within a
community.
Retail sales refer to taxable non-vehicle retail sales data for a community as
per the Nebraska Department of Revenue. Motor vehicle sales are not included in
community retail sales figures because motor vehicle sales taxes are collected in the
county where the vehicle is registered which may or may not be the county in which
the vehicle is purchased.
Retail businesses are commercial and industrial establishments within a
community.
Pull factor is a unit of measure that compares the annual local per capita sales
rate to the average for the state. If a local area is losing retail sales to another
community, the pull factor will be less than 1.0. If a local area is capturing retail
sales activity outside its population base, then the pull factor will be greater than 1.0.
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Property taxes refer to the amount of taxes levied on property within a
community (i.e., houses, land).
' Property valuations refer to the value placed upon property within a
community.
Employment is defined as the percentage of the population wi thin a
community that is engaged in a paying position.
Pre-consolidation refers to the year immediately prior to the consolidation.
Post-consolidation refers to the fifth year after the consolidation.
School District is the territory under the jurisdiction of a single school board.
Class I School District refers to any school district that maintains only
elementary grades.
Class II School District refers to any school district with a territory having a
population of 1,000 inhabitants or less that maintains both elementary and high
school grades.
Class III School District refers to any school district with a territory having a
population of more than 1,000 and less than 100,000 that maintains both elementary
and high school grades.
Class IV School District refers to any school district with a territory having a
population of 100,000 or more and less than 200,000 inhabitants that maintains both
elementary and high school grades.
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Class V School District refers to any school district with a territory having a
population o f200,000 or more that maintains both elementary and high school
■-grades.
Class VI School District refers to any school district that maintains only a
high school. The territory of Class VI districts is made up entirely of Class I districts
(or portions thereof) that have joined the Class VI.
Assumptions
For the purposes of this study, which is focusing on the effects of a
community gaining or losing a high school, it was assumed that all host communities
have observed in some fashion or another the effects of assuming additional students
into their high school. As this study employed the use of surveys, it was further
assumed that all respondents, both in host and vacated communities, were as honest
and objective as possible.
Limitations
Finally, for the sake of the readers, a limitation existed in the study in that the
researcher of this study was currently involved in a possible consolidation in his
position as superintendent of schools for aK-12 school district. While all surveys
and data are perceived to be as objective as possible, a potential bias may have
existed.
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Delimitations
This study was delimited to the stakeholders and the nine communities that
make up four recently consolidated school districts.
Significance of the Study
The information generated from this study is intended to contribute to the
knowledge base that currently exists regarding the effects of school consolidation on
communities. In addition, the information from this study may assist school
administrators, school boards, and school communities considering the prospect of
school consolidation, to make the most informed decision possible. More
specifically, this study should assist those who have concerns about what effects
losing the high school will have on their community to make an informed and
objective decision. These findings will be shared with the executive directors of the
Nebraska Council o f School Administrators and the Nebraska Association of School
Boards, and with the Commissioner of Education for the State of Nebraska so that
they may better assist educators and school districts with an interest in school
consolidation.
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Chapter 2
Review of the Literature
Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature related to school district
reorganization/consolidation. The literature review examines the following areas:
historical perspectives regarding consolidation from a national and state perspective,
recent state legislation related to consolidation and reorganization, reasons for
consolidation, reasons against consolidation, and the impact school consolidation has
on communities. Finally, this review concludes with a summary that draws a
relationship between the literature and the research questions.
Historical Perspective - National
School consolidation is often perceived by those recently presented with the
issue of consolidation as a new or currently developing phenomenon. Quite to the
contrary, school consolidation has been a slowly evolving process with its roots
traceable to the early days o f the United States. While certain periods of time have
resulted in larger numbers of consolidations, the consolidation process itself has been
a slow, steadily evolving process.
In order to gain an understanding and flavor for the history of school
consolidation in the United States, it is important to have a general understanding of
the development of formalized schooling in the United States.
Schooling in the U.S. before the Civil War was at best a voluntary and
haphazard undertaking, with a variety of different educational
experiences present in various regions of the country. For the most
part, educational settings were informally arranged, and educational
activities were orchestrated by families and communities with shared
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religious orientations. The few children who were formally educated
outside of the family or the church during the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries primarily attended private academies. And these
too were typically subsidized by wealthy families specifically for their
own children, in cooperation with various sorts of denominational
support (Tyack & Hansot, 1982, as cited in DeYoung & Theobald,
1991, p. 4).
The concept of the common school movement began to take shape in the late
1700s. With the development of the American Revolution and the birth of a new
nation, a belief arose on the part of many leaders that one mechanism for ensuring the
survival o f this emerging nation was the development of a common school. While
the various forms of quasi-public schooling that had previously existed were
sufficient for the past, a new form of popular education was needed that would allow
and encourage civic participation and systematic instruction in democracy and
democratic thought (DeYoung & Theobald, 1991).
A commitment to this new concept of schooling was realized with the
adoption of the Northwest Ordinance by the last Confederation Congress in 1787.
This ordinance was the first instance of federal aid for education in the history of the
United States. In part, it provided that a portion of each township—or the revenue
generated from the sale of that land—in all newly formed states should be allocated to
local schooling efforts. With the evolution of the Northwest Ordinance, the
underpinnings for the ever-evolving consolidation process had begun. While this
ordinance allowed for subsidies of previously established non-common schools that
had been developed at the community level, it also presented the belief that the
government should be involved in the private affairs of its citizens. Further, while
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this ordinance provided a form of financial assistance to the already developed or
developing schools, it used as its source of assistance land that, in many cases, had
already been claimed and settled by territorial settlers or squatters. The perception of
the rural sacrificing for the sake of the urban had begun.
Between 1840 and 1860 there was a major shift in the disbursement of the
population of the United States. The number of cities with a population of more than
5,000 increased sixfold, increasing from 22 in 1840 to 136 by 1860, while the total
number o f Americans living in metropolitan areas in 1840 was fewer than 700,000.
By 1860, this total in the metropolitan area had increased to more than 6 million
(DeYoung & Theobald, 1991). As a result, many civic leaders made great efforts to
institutionalize urban social services. These leaders believed education needed to be
mandatory, students should be taught by trained teachers and these teachers should be
guided by professional administrators. These leaders believed that the conditions
they perceived to be inherent in small, rural, voluntarily attended, and understaffed
schools were inadequate for the “institution” they were planning to construct.
The will of the urban centers had begun to become more vocal in the
philosophies of the ineptness of the small and rural. Contributing to the cause of the
urban and plight of the rural was the exodus of farmers and rural citizens from the
farm and country to the readily available job opportunities awaiting them in the city,
compliments of the industrial revolution. This was only the beginning of a trend that
still plays a major part in today's dwindling rural populations. As the age of
machines and mechanization became more of a player in the rural economies, the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

13

goal of doing more with less, or fewer, was becoming a reality. As jobs were
squeezed or machined out in rural America, the lure of jobs and job security in the
city began the shifting and consolidation of population bases.
This trend continued throughout the 20th century. Major redistribution of the
labor force within occupational categories continued. In 1900, over 71% of the total
United States’ labor force was engaged in agricultural occupations. By 1968 this
percentage was down to 7%.
In 1790 when the first census was taken, only 5% of the nation’s population
was located in urban areas (Schroeder, 1968). By 1980, the percentage had increased
to approximately 70% of the total population. Appendix A, Figure 1, shows the
Nebraska population growth rate from 1980 to 1990. As the map shows, growth
occurred primarily in urban counties. Appendix A, Table 2, shows the Nebraska
population decline rate from 1980 to 1990. As the map shows, decline occurred
primarily in rural counties.
The first major movement toward the consolidation of school districts in the
United States began in the 1930s. Building on a basic tenet of economies o f scale
from the industrial revolution, education attempted to mirror the success and
production of that era. Economy o f scale is the idea that costs can be decreased by
increasing the size of the facility. Since that time, school districts have bought into
the belief that education can contribute to an optimum social order using techniques
adapted from industry (Orr, 1992). Those in education attempted to improve public
schools through modernization, standardization, and consolidation. These new ideas
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and procedures tended to cast an urban bias towards the process of education
(Roseirfeld, 1977). “Larger, more consolidated, and centrally administered school
systems were thought to be better able to provide education in an industrial society.
This movement was particularly aimed at the reorganization of rural schools, which
were predominantly one room school houses” (Hobbs, as cited in Luloff & Swanson,
1990, p. 112).
Consolidation was made more inviting, quite often, through incentives of
financial aid offered by state education agencies. The years from 1945 to 1960 saw
the greatest decline in the number of school districts. During these years, the number
of school districts decreased by 75,707, or 68 % (Luloff & Swanson, 1990).
Beginning in the 1930s, the number of school districts in the United States
steadily declined. As can be seen in Table 1, the number of school districts dropped
from 127,531 in the 1930-31 school year to 15,912 in the 1981-82 school year. As
can be seen, certain time frames had more dramatic decreases than others. In the 10
years from 1947 to 1957, the number o f districts decreased by more than half—from
104,000 to 50,000 (Rogers, 1960). Although total enrollment in elementary and
secondary schools nearly doubled from 1945 to 1980—23 million to 40 million—the
number of schools in the United States dropped from 185,000 to under 86,000
(Ravitch, 1984).
While many contributing factors exist in determining consolidation efforts, it
is important to note that the movement often begins from the direction o f a state
legislature, governor, or department of education. Whether self-serving or truly
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Table 1
Decline in Number of School Districts Nationwide 1931 - 1982

Year

Number of School Districts

Percentage of Decline From 1931-82

1931-32

127,531

1941-42

115,493

10%

1951-52

71,094

45%

1961-62

35,676

73%

1970-71

17,995

86%

1981-82

15,912

88%
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looking after the best interests of students, governmental agencies have a tendency to
arrive at the belief that small districts are economically inefficient and illprepared to provide a broad-based education for their students. Concurrently, while
these various entities are impacting the future of small districts, they remove more
and more individuals from local governing power. In 1932 there was one school
board member for every 46 pupils; by the middle of the 20th century this ratio had
risen to one school board member for every 300 pupils. Because of the decline in the
number o f school districts, four-fifths of the school boards functioning in 1932 were
no longer in existence in 1966 (“School Boards,” as cited in Lutz & Merz, 1992).
Historical Perspective - Nebraska
Consolidation in the state ofNebraska has always been a volatile and
contentious practice, in many ways a microcosm of the national scene. It is an
extremely emotional process incorporating a potpourri of issues. The history of
consolidation in Nebraska has similar issues as the national perspective, such as
declining rural populations and enrollment, dwindling revenues, increased
accreditation requirements, and the ever-present us vs. them and urban vs. rural.
As with national history, consolidation in Nebraska has been a slowly
evolving process. Statewide, this process has gone greatly unnoticed due to the fact
that most consolidations resulted in the closing of Class I districts. Recently,
however, more attention is being paid to consolidation efforts asK-12 districts are
being forced into the position of consolidating along with Class I districts.
The first law pertaining to Nebraska schools was enacted in 1855 while Nebraska was
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still a territory and not yet a state. The law’s purpose was “to establish
the common school system” (Great Plains Study, p. 1). The original state constitution
of 1866 recognized the state’s obligation to public schools and provided for the
financial support and operation of these schools. Section 6, Article 7 of the Nebraska
Constitution states that a free education will be provided for all persons between the
ages of 5 and 21. Direct state taxation for support of public schools was eliminated
during the constitutional convention of 1875. The primary financial support for
public school operation was transferred to the local school district. This dependence
on local support continued until 1967 (Nebraska Department of Education, 1968).
The development of local school districts in Nebraska was similar to
its neighbors, especially Kansas, Missouri, Iowa, South and North
Dakota, and Minnesota. The traditional elementary school concept
came from the New England and Mid-Atlantic States. These original
elementary schools were considered a local responsibility long before
education was considered the responsibility of the state. Secondary
education was not typically a part of this early educational model or
organization. This New England model continued to be used as the
pioneers moved westward to Nebraska through Ohio and Iowa. The
development of small rural elementary schools was well suited to the
education needs of the agricultural community in Nebraska. (Nebraska
Department of Education, 1994, pp. 5-6)
Two factors played a predominant role in the development of school districts
across the state in terms of quantity and location. Land grants that required sections
in every township be set aside for schools encouraged the development of school
districts in every township. These grants financially allowed each town the
opportunity to support its school.
Nothing had more influence on the placement of schools in the development
of this state or aided in the rapid development of Nebraska homesteads than did the
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railroads (R. Hudson, personal communication, October 12,2000). The federal
government also gave land grants to the railroads for the laying and development of
the railway systems. The trains of the time could travel approximately 7 to 10 miles
before they had to refill with water. Water towers were located every 7 to 10 miles so
that trains could refill by pulling under the water tower and jerking on a rope to
release water into their tanks. Thus, the term “jerk water” came into existence.
Accordingly, farms and towns, along with schools, developed along these train stop
locations at the encouragement of the railroads in what was a win-win situation. The
farmers had an avenue for transporting their goods, and the railroad had paying
customers.
An additional benefit for the townships and their schools was the tax base the
railroads brought with them.
Taxation on this railroad property was a major source of income for
local government subdivisions and is considered by some to be the
basis for Nebraska’s significant reliance on the property tax for the
support of its subdivisions, especially schools. (Nebraska Department
o f Education, 1994, p. 6)
As the settlement of Nebraska continued, an effort was made to organize a
school where a sufficient number of students resided to justify the effort and expense
of a school. By 1869-70, “Nebraska had a total of 797 school districts” (Nebraska
Department of Education, 1994, p. 6). The number of school districts over the next
140 years would rise dramatically. As the state and its counties developed westward,
so did the school districts. As can be seen in Appendix B, Figures 1-4, the number of
school districts steadily increased. However, as the consolidation of farms and the
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exodus o f the people began to occur, so did the consolidation of school districts. As
can be seen in Appendix B, Figures 5-8, school districts have dramatically decreased
since 1949.
In 1900 William EL Fowler was elected state superintendent. Mr. Fowler
spent a great deal of time reviewing the accomplishments of the 19th century. His
reaction to the rural schools generally was that they had remained largely unchanged
through three generations. On the other hand, the city school systems showed the
results of fine supervision. That these two, widely divergent kinds of schools might
exist side-by-side, and under the same laws, seemed incomprehensible to him. Based
on his beliefs and feelings, Mr. Fowler made predictions for the 20th centuiy. He
predicted there would be an increased need for reorganization of the growing number
of small schools in Nebraska. Mr. Fowler summed up his recommendations in three
phases: (a) consolidation of school districts, (b) centralization of schools, and (c)
public transportation of pupils (Schroeder, 1968).
A statewide conference was held in Lincoln on September 6-7,1916, to study
the state’s educational problems. The conference was divided into six committees,
each of which studied one major school problem and reported its findings. The
specific areas assigned to the committees were: (a) course of study and program;
(b) finance; (c) selection and tenure in office of public school officials;
(d) consolidation, transportation, and teacher ages; (e) standardization of rural school
buildings; and (f) government of higher institutions.
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In the early 1900s agriculture began to change with the consolidation of
-homesteads and mechanization of farming. Efforts were made to also consolidate
school districts, but these efforts were not very successful. Rural education in the
state was beset by many problems, according to Augustus O. Thomas, appointed state
superintendent in 1915. Mr. Thomas believed there were too many small schools. In
fact, 3,390 o f the state’s districts had 12 or fewer students enrolled (Nebraska
Department of Education, 1968).
During Ms term in office, Thomas conducted an intense campaign to
improve rural school conditions along four major lines: improved
preparation of rural teachers in the state normal schools and in the
normal training high schools, the establishment o f standards for
measuring rural schools, the development of a system of rural high
schools, and the strengthening of rural schools through consolidation
(Nebraska Department of Education, 1968, p. 24).
The first attempt at legislating consolidation came in the Spring o f 1919 when
Nebraska was at its apex for the number of school districts: 7,264. An act to
consolidate school districts within a county was approved by the Nebraska legislature
on April 16, 1919 (Nebraska Department o f Education, 1968). The act assigned to
the state superintendent the duty to referee any disputes arising from the operation of
the act. The act further provided for elections before new boundary changes could be
affected. A small amount of state aid was available for districts that consolidated
under tWs law. The statute was later declared defective by the court, after more than
40 cases under it were appealed to the Nebraska Supreme Court. The law was
basically unsuccessful except for a few consolidations in the western part of the state.
For the next 30 years there was some decline in the number of school districts with
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the total number of districts declining to 6,807 by 1949 (Nebraska Department of
Education, 1994; Schroeder, 1968).
The next effort by the Legislature to encourage school districts to consolidate
came in 1949 when LB 27, The Reorganization of School Districts Act, was passed.
This was the first significant piece of legislation passed respective of reorganization
in the state of Nebraska (Schroeder, 1968).
The reorganization of school districts act (Legislative Bill 27) became
law on August 27,1949. It provided for a semi-permissive method of
school district reorganization. In compliance with the act, a sixmember state committee for the reorganization of school districts was
established, with the state superintendent as a non-voting member.
The other five members were appointed by the governor. The act
required that two o f the state committee members be from the teaching
profession and that three be laymen. The committee by law,
functioned in an advisory capacity.
The new statute required that county committees for reorganization of
school districts be elected in each of the counties. These committees
were charged with the responsibility of making careful studies of the
school district organization needs in their respective counties. They
were, furthermore, to prepare comprehensive reorganization plans and
submit them for examination to the state committee for the
reorganization of school districts. If approved by the state committee,
the comprehensive plan was to be submitted by the county committee
to a vote of the people. The statute, however, imposed no penalty for
noncompliance. (Schroder, 1968, p. 7)
As a result of this act, the state witnessed a substantial number of
consolidations over the next 20 years. The total number of districts declined from
6,807 to 2,172. Between 1950 and 1960, over 3,000 districts, primarily Class Is,
disappeared. Freeman Decker, the state superintendent from 1951 to 1962,
intensified the effort toward school district reorganization. Nebraska, however,
continued to have many more districts than were needed or were desirable. In the
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decades following World War I, there were many significant developments in
Nebraska education. Some progress had been made on two of the -most critical
issues—school finance and school district reorganization. For the most part,
however, these problems remained to be solved by administrators and legislators who
would come later (Nebraska Department of Education, 1968).
Prior to the 1950s, K-12 school districts as they exist today were few in
number. Class I school districts were the norm when most people went only through
eighth grade and did not go to high school. County high schools, regional high
schools, and boarding schools existed throughout the state but were not characteristic
o f the high schools of today. K-12 districts gradually evolved as more and more
Class I districts paid tuition and contracted with the existing K-12 districts for their
students to attend high school in the K-12 district. Between 1950 and 1960, a large
number o f baby boomers were reaching high school age. This, in combination with a
feeling o f prosperity and optimism that existed throughout the state and country at
this time, left many K-12 districts with the belief that they no longer needed the extra
students or tuition money from the Class I districts. Consequently, a great many
Class I districts were forced to consolidate with a K-12 district so that their high
school students could receive a secondary education (R. Hudson, personal
communication, October 12,2000).
In 1953, the legislature passed a supplemental reorganization act that provided
for legal voters of a school district to petition for a change of boundary of a school
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district or to create a new district with another district or districts. By 1956, for the
first time since 1886, Nebraska had fewer than 5,000 school districts.
In 1959, the State Committee for the Reorganization of School Districts
proposed to the legislature that they approve a measure that would require that all
land in the state lie in a K-12 district by June 30,1960. Any K-8 district that had not
become part of a K-12 district by that time, they proposed, would be dissolved and
attached to an existing K-12 district. The measure failed. “Nebraska was not ready
for such mass, drastic school reorganization” (Nebraska Department of Education,
1968, p. 12). It would be more than 35 years before such legislation would be
successfully passed by the Nebraska Unicameral.
At this same time, the consolidation of many farms continued which in turn
contributed to consolidation of many districts. In 1960, for the first time since 1884,
the state had fewer than 4,000 school districts.
When farmers started farming with tractors instead of horses, they
could farm three times as much as they used to be able to so they
bought their neighbors out when they retired and that’s been going on
for 80 years. Fewer farms mean fewer farmers, fewer farmers mean
fewer kids, fewer kids mean fewer dollars, fewer dollars mean fewer
schools and here we are today. (R. Hudson, personal communication,
October 12,2000)
In 1962-63, the State Board of Education, in expanding its policies and
beliefs, took a “firm and courageous” stand on three of the most difficult and
unpopular problems facing the state’s educational progress—school district
reorganization, a broadened tax base, and state aid to education. A statement was
issued that stated, in part:
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We believe that our commitment to quality education requires us to
work vigorously toward adequate school district organization. Just to
rearrange districts is not enough. A school district should have
sufficient pupils and financial resources to make possible a quality
program of general, special and vocational education for all children
from kindergarten through high school. As a Board we accept the
challenge of bringing about reorganization through both educational
and lay leadership. We also believe this demands the type of budget
support which permits an adequate Department staff to provide the
necessary leadership. (Nebraska Department of Education, 1968,
p. 52)
LB 892, passed by the legislature in 1965, provided for an additional method
of reorganization. This bill made it possible for 25% of the residents of a Class I or
Class II district to petition for a reorganization election within their district to merge
with another Class II, III, IV, or V district.
In 1968, Nebraska had more school districts than any other state in the union.
Around this time, Nebraska entered into a project called the Great Plains Study along
with South Dakota, Iowa, and Missouri. In the mid 1960s the United States
government was making great efforts to become involved in education, but at the
state and local level. Several public acts provided money for categorical programs.
The Title V program provided funds for studies and projects designed for the
improvement of state and local education agencies. The Great Plains Study was
funded by these dollars. The major purpose of the project was to examine the needs
of pupils; suggest services, programs, and organizations to schools; and recommend
legislation to carry out these changes (Schroeder, 1968). At its conclusion the
project recommended the reorganization of a great many of Nebraska’s districts into
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more comprehensive K-12 school districts. The study stated this was imperative for
instructional and fiscal purposes (Schroeder, 1968).
The states of Iowa, Missouri, and South Dakota all heeded the
recommendations of the study resulting in a great many reorganizations within those
states. Nebraska, on the other hand, in spite of efforts to do so, did not. The
oppositions to consolidation on a statewide level remained high. Politically, the price
was high for Dr. Miller and those senators who attempted to move forward with the
recommendations of the study.
As the project’s recommendations and intentions became clear,
movements to stop the project and its forthcoming recommendations
were made by various legislative leaders and small school groups. The
predominant opposing pressure came from the Nebraska School
Improvement Association lead by S.H. “Zeke” Braurer, Jr. The
aftermath of the study included a constitutional change in the
composition of the State Board of Education from six to eight
members. This change in makeup of the State Board of Education led
to the dismissal o f Dr. Floyd Miller, Nebraska Commissioner of
Education. Dr. Miller had served as the Great Plains Project’s
chairman. The study results were printed and legislation proposed,
however no significant changes were enacted as a direct result of this
project. (Green, as cited in Nebraska Department of Education, 1994,
p. 9).
The next direct attempt at mandating a statewide consolidation of schools
occurred in April of 1985 with the passage of LB 662. By a vote of 25 to 23,
primarily along urban and rural representation, the Nebraska Unicameral passed what
was believed to be a brave step forward. With the intent of lowering the property tax
requirement for the operation of schools, the bill increased state funding to a level of
45% to help pay for and pacify a mandate in the bill that required consolidation of the
state’s schools.
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Howard Lam, the State Senator from the rural town of Anselmo, added an
amendment to the bill that would have raised the state sales tax by $.01 to pay for the
transition. He was well aware of the likelihood that.this would doom the bill and
prevent a direct, forced consolidation of schools. Opposition to the bill was strong, led
by the Nebraska School Improvement Association members who were able to gather
enough signatures on a petition to delay enactment and require that the law be put to a
vote. In November of 1986, the voters of Nebraska repealed the bill, due in large part
to the sales tax increase. The strategy by the rural senator prevailed (R. Hudson,
personal communication, October 12,2000).
Traditionally, the structure for providing education in Nebraska has been
adapted to the needs considered to be important to the people o f the state. Because
Nebraska has been and still remains economically a rural state, and because it has had a
predominantly rural population, the educational structure has been one adapted to the
needs o f a rural people. This has resulted in a large number of small districts.
Understanding this history and the political realities of attempting to mandate
school consolidation, the state legislature has not attempted any direct legislation to
force statewide consolidation of schools, since its 1986 failure. Instead, it turned its
attention to more covert, indirect attempts to slowly squeeze the financial support and
life out of smaller, rural districts. An assortment of laws have been passed in recent
years that has directly affected the ability of smaller schools across the state to continue
to function at a level to provide quality education. These indirect mandates would
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appear to be achieving their goal. As can be seen in Table 2, in 1989, the state had 869
school districts. By 1999, the number had dropped to 604.
Recent Legislation
Since the failure of LB 662 in 1985, the Nebraska Legislature continues to
take what could be categorized as a “nickel and dime” approach to the school
consolidation issue in Nebraska. Since 1995, numerous bills have been passed that
have either directly or indirectly influenced and fueled the exploration of school
consolidation in Nebraska.
LB 840. Signed into law on June 13, 1995, this bill provides a hold harmless
provision for reorganized districts. To qualify for the provision, two or more districts
must consolidate into one or more consolidated districts. The hold harmless
provision meant that in the base year, die first year in which a reorganized district is
viewed as a single district, the district receives the greater of 100% of the state aid
calculated for the individual districts involved in the reorganization in the year prior
to the base year or the amount the reorganized district would receive under normal
state aid calculations. In the second year, the same provisions apply, except that the
amount available based on pre-consolidation aid is 66% and in the third year, the
percentage is reduced to 33%. In the fourth year after reorganization, and in each
year thereafter, the reorganized district receives state aid in the amount calculated
under the normal provisions of the Tax Equity and Educational Opportunities Support
Act (Dulaney, 1995).
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Table 2
Decline in Number of School Districts in Nebraska 1988 - 1999

Year

Number of School Districts

1988-89

869

1989-90

845

1990-91

812

1991-92

777

1992-93

729

1993-94

692

1994-95

680

1995-96

668

1996-97

656

1997-98

648

1998-99

604
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LB 1050. Signed into law on April 5 , 1996. this bill contained a number of
modifications to the current school finance system. Included in LB 1050 is section G
Reorganization Incentives, which provides for reorganization incentives for school
district reorganizations that move students into lower cost tiers. To qualify, the
reorganization must have occurred between May 31,1996, and August 2,2001. For
approval, reorganization studies must have been completed dealing with efficiency,
population, curriculum, facility, and community issues. The study must have
indicated that the plan would most likely result in more efficiency or greater
educational opportunities. The payments would be for 3 years and would be based on
the number o f students in the consolidating districts and the number o f tiers moved
(Dulaney, 1997).
LB 299. LB 299, signed into law on April 16,1996, put into effect the Basic
Allowable Growth Rate for general fund expenditures for 1996-97 at 2% plus the
growth in students as determined by the average daily membership (ADM) and for
1997-98 at 0% plus the growth in students (ADM) (Dulaney, 1996). The intent of the
bill was to limit the amount of expenditures until LB 1114 became effective in the
1998-99 school year (Dulaney, 1996).
LB 1114. Also signed into law on April 16,1996, LB 1114 had as much of an
impact on education and consolidation as did any bill passed in recent history. For
fiscal year 1998-99 through fiscal year 2000-01, school districts and multiple-district
school systems were lim ited to a maximum of $ 1.10 levy authority. For fiscal year
2001-02 and all future fiscal years, the school levy limit is $1.00. A school board
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may exceed its levy limit by an amount approved by a majority of registered voters
voting in a primary, general, or special election. The duration of the excess levy may
not exceed 5 years (Dulaney, 1996). .
LB 806. LB 806 passed the legislature with a vote of 36-13 and was signed
into law on June 3,1997. This bill sets per-pupil funding in a new way, replacing
multiple tiers based roughly on school enrollments with three categories related to
population density. The formula penalizes districts that do not levy at least 90% of
the property tax maximum.
Membership is calculated by multiplying the number of students in each grade
by the corresponding weighting factor. These are added together to calculate the
weighted formula for students for the system. This number is then adjusted for such
items as Limited English Proficiency Factor, Extreme Remoteness Factor, and
Poverty Factor. Local systems are then placed in one of three categories: Very
Sparse, Sparse, or Standard. Funding is dependent upon the category in which a
school district falls (Dulaney, 1997).
LB 271e. LB 271e was the subject of considerable debate and controversy
and was passed by a 34-11 vote on June 4,1997. The new law essentially eliminated
the current motor vehicle property tax system and replaced it with tax and fee
schedules. The system of taxation and fees under LB 271 e is based upon the age and
original selling price of the vehicle. The original selling price is based upon the
manufacturer’s suggested retail price. The part of the revenues generated from the
tax continues to be distributed to school districts. Revenue generated from the fee is
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distributed to counties and municipalities. During debate on this legislation, an
amendment was adopted that reduced tax amounts to be collected. The-legislation
was then said to be “neutral on-the aggregate, but not necessarily neutral to all
political subdivisions, particularly school districts” (Dulaney, 1997, p. 8).
LB 989e. Introduced on behalf of Governor Ben Nelson, and signed into law
on April 7, 1998, LB 989e implements permanent budget lids on expenditures for
schools and on restricted funds for all other political subdivisions. For school
districts, the new law sets the Basic Allowable Growth Rate for general fund
expenditures (other than special education) at a minimum of 2.5% to a maximum of
4.5%. The new law requires the Nebraska Department of Education to determine and
certify the applicable allowable growth percentage for each “local system” by
December 1st of each year. LB 989e is operative for all fiscal years beginning on July
1,1998 (Dulaney, 1998).
LB 1219e. Signed into law on April 18, 1998, LB 1219e allows for incentive
payments for unified systems. A unified system is defined as two or more Class II or
III school districts participating in an interlocal agreement with approval from the
State Committee for the Reorganization of School Districts. The agreement for
unification would have a duration of at least 3 years. The agreement must provide
that all state aid and property tax resources are shared by the unified system. To
encourage unification, incentives will be paid to unified districts in certain size ranges
for a 3-year period. Incentive payments will be calculated based on average daily
membership in each affected district in the school year immediately preceding the
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first year o f the unification. An additional piece worthy of note in this bill is that if
prior to the beginning of the eighth year of operation the unified system discontinues
its status as a unified system and does not consolidate, the districts in the unified
system must pay back the incentives plus interest (Dulaney, 1998).
While cases and points can be argued in many directions, there is little doubt
that the plethora ofbills recently passed, most notably LB 299, LB 1114, and LB
989e, certainly will negatively impact the ability o f many school districts to continue
to offer a full and complete program of educational opportunities to their students.
As the perceived outcry o f the citizenry for property tax relief continues to be cited by
state senators, the noose on smaller districts will no doubt continue to tighten.
Reasons for Consolidation
Pressures from lower enrollments, increased unit costs of operation,
population migration, and increased national attention to educational performance
have all combined to bring school consolidation into the spotlight, both nationally and
statewide. Additionally, in Nebraska, small, rural school districts are turning to
consolidation due to legislation that makes it more and more difficult for these
districts to survive financially.
Recent federal reports and requirements released in the past, beginning with A
Nation at Risk, have increased the pressure placed on schools to produce students

ready to be productive members of our nation’s workforce, to do so economically,
and to be accountable for the results. In addition, the continuing shift in the
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population from rural to urban adds to the difficulty of retaining student enrollment in
rural, agrarian based communities.
The consolidation of farms has fractured the culture of rural towns as
family members or whole families migrate away from their agrarian
roots. Schools and other social institutions and local enterprise follow.
A one-way flow of resources has drained much of the vitality from
farming and other rural communities. (Fanning, 1996, p. 1)
The weakened economy of many smaller, rural communities provides weak
financial support for rural schools. This requires additional state aid funds to keep the
school viable and competitive. The state funding formulas do not always work
favorably for rural community schools. Thus, school consolidation becomes a very
real option.
Many arguments exist that support the belief that school consolidation can be
advantageous to the districts and the students involved. Consolidation of schools has
both curricular and financial advantages. First, it often enables the consolidated
schools to share courses and facilities. Sharing results in a more varied curriculum
because fewer classes are dropped due to low enrollment. Expenditures for capital
improvements and basic maintenance are reduced because there is no need to upgrade
or maintain duplicate facilities (Nelson, 1985). Because consolidation often
combines classes and increases their size, fewer teachers need to be employed. In
addition, consolidated schools do not normally employ as many administrators as did
the separate districts (Nelson, 1985).
Consolidation of schools can also produce psychological benefits. When
combined, schools often gain a confidence and an identity in the community they did
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not previously possess (Kay, 1982). Sports programs and extracurricular activities
flourish in consolidated-schools because of combined funding (Nelson, 1985).
School consolidations have been justified on two primary grounds: the
“bigger is better” philosophy and economic efficiency. The most
powerful inducement for school consolidation is the claim that one big
school is better than two smaller schools; bigger schools provide a
wider range of curricular and extra-curricular offerings. Because
school systems seldom have enough money, arguments based on
economic efficiency have also been a powerful force propelling the
school consolidation movement. In recent years, declining
enrollments have been a further incentive for consolidation. (Nelson,
1985, p. 2)
Barker and Gump (1964), in their landmark study on school size, B ig School,
Small School, drew two main conclusions. One conclusion was that larger schools

are able to offer a wider range o f courses and extra-curricular activities (Kay, 1982).
Moreover, fiscally it is more efficient to run a school at peak capacity than to run one
housing fewer students for which it was built. McGuffy and Brown (1978)
determined that operating costs actually increased when the number o f students
served became less than the maximum allowed by the design of the building.
Reasons Against Consolidation
While the wave of consolidation has been sweeping across Nebraska and the
nation, the voices arguing against consolidation have been growing louder.
Opponents of school consolidation suggest that combining schools often results in
more harm than good. They cite the following reasons against consolidation:
■ More red tape
■ Less participation in decision-making by teachers and administrators
■ More tension between teachers and students
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* Fewer situations for bringing about change
8 More time, effort, and money devoted to discipline problems
8 Less parent-teacher involvement
■ Less human contact, producing frustration and alienation and weakening
morale of both students and school staff. (Nelson, 1985, p. 42)
One of the major arguments for consolidation is that a larger school can be run
more efficiently. Much research, however, has reached the conclusion that this is not
necessarily the case. There is actually very little evidence to support the belief that
larger schools and districts achieve costs savings. In the late 1950s, Hirsh (1960)
conducted one of the first nationally recognized studies that concluded that larger
school districts were not necessarily more financially efficient than smaller school
districts (Streifel, Foldesy, & Holman, 1991). Also, “the strategy of using
consolidation to achieve savings is not very promising, according to recent research,
especially where schools are necessarily small (as in rural areas)” (Howley, 1993,
p. 76). Conflicting with a report by Barker and Gump (1964), Jewel (1989) states that
it may be less costly to maintain school buildings at less than operational capacity
than to upgrade facilities in the new district to accommodate the larger number of
students resulting from a consolidation.
A strong argument that proponents of consolidation use is based on an
economies of scale philosophy that increasing the size of the facility will reduce the
production costs. Rosenfeld and Ms associates (Slier, 1977) stated the case against
economies of scale as a justification for school reorganization in a collection of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

36

studies completed under the sponsorship of the National Institute of Education (ME).
Two studies in the collection challenged the “myth” that economies of scale resulted
from reorganization.
TfaeJj] alleged that only in cases where there was a compact
geographical area and dilapidated existing facilities could any
economies of scale be expected. Otherwise, transportation,
distribution, higher salary, and new-construction costs would cancel
the savings realized from increased purchasing power and from more
efficient use of facilities, equipment, and personnel. Sher and
Tompkins concluded that economies of scale had been overstated as a
benefit of reorganization, (as cited in Tholkes & Sederberg, 1990,
p. 13)
In another component of the ME project, Rosenfeld studied four Vermont
districts o f varying sizes and wealth that had consolidated their secondary school
operations. On the basis of interviews with the districts’ superintendents, Rosenfeld
concluded that:
In this instance, economies of scale had not resulted from the
unifications. Potential savings through bulk purchasing were
cancelled by costs associated with standardization, distribution, and
centralization. The larger unified schools were found to have a larger
percentage of costs defined as administrative than the smaller unified
schools, (as cited in Tholkes & Sederberg, 1990, pp. 13-14)
Fox, who in 1981 published a synthesis of 34 studies, concluded that the research in
the area of economies of scale in education has failed to produce a model of a
school’s operation that was either theoretically sound or beneficial to those in
education.
Small school proponents point out that the atmosphere in small schools often
results in a higher level of student achievement as measured by standardized tests. A
study involving more than 500 school districts in New Jersey regarding the effects of
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expenditures and school district size on student achievement concluded that there was
no significant relationship between cost per pupil and student achievement (Streifel et
al. 1991).

Those who oppose consolidation point out that many of today’s innovations in
education such as non-graded classrooms, individualized instruction, low
student/teacher ratios, cross-age grouping, peer tutoring, using the community as a
resource, “mainstreaming” mildly handicapped pupils, and emphasizing the basics
originated in the small, rural schools of the past (Barker, 1986). Similarly, over 30
years ago, Barker and Gump (1964) proposed the “inside-outside perceptual paradox”
that stated that even though larger schools were more impressive on the outside, upon
closer scrutiny the small school provided a better quality of education. The small
school can offer benefits in several areas: (a) personal relationships, (b) students, (c)
teachers, (d) administration, and (e) curriculum and instruction (Barker, 1986).
Howley (1994) states that recent studies uncover a negative relationship
between student achievement and school (or district) size. Economically, school
consolidation, and the resulting necessity of closing a school building, can have quite
a negative effect on the community.
For the town losing its school, consolidation inevitably means the loss
of several jobs. Indeed, a net payroll reduction for the two schools is
often listed as one of the primary benefits of consolidation. For the
many small towns in which the school is the major employer, the
process represents a major economic setback. The effect of
consolidation on a town’s pocketbook is slight, however, compared to
the damage the process does to the heart of a community, for the red
brick schoolhouse sitting squarely at the center of most small towns is
also found at the crux of community life. From the local high school
football and basketball games, to the annual kmdergarten-through-fifth
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grade Christmas concert, small-town life revolves around the many
school events which mark the seasons for townspeople in the same
way the perennial cycle of planting, cultivating, and harvesting does
for farmers. In many towns, these school activities are the only regular
social events—for adults as well as for their children. After
consolidation, many parents are unwilling or unable to make the long
drive involved in attending these events. (Davidson, 1990, p. 62)
Kay, in 1982, addressed how school consolidations and closings affect the
communities of which they are a part. He stated that communities that lose their
schools are at a relative disadvantage in maintaining community life. These districts
also tend to become socially and psychologically remote from the schools their
children attend.
Kay, Hargood, and Russell (1982) suggest that concerns for financial
efficiency must not outweigh the effect of the consolidation on the community. This
scenario was played out in Utah when in the feasibility study for the consolidation of
two school districts, it was concluded that the issues of community identity and
educational programs outweighed any cost savings that may have been realized
(Brown & Amsler, as cited in Streifel et al., 1991).
Impact, o f Consolidation

Studies and research on the impact of school consolidation on communities in
Nebraska are essentially non-existent. Literature on the history o f consolidation in
the state is available and in some cases speculative. Information on the effects of
school consolidation on communities that have consolidated, however, is scarce.
Nationally, a limited number o f studies have been conducted attempting to
ascertain the effects of consolidation on communities. From a sociological, and even
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an economical perspective, it is difficult to determine from the available research the
true impact of consolidation on its communities.
Those most immediately impacted by school consolidation are the students,
staff, and parents involved in the consolidating districts. Students appear to adapt
relatively easily and quickly while parents adapt somewhat more slowly than do their
children. Staff, both certified and non-certified, are greatly impacted through position
realignments and often find themselves no longer employed by the newly
consolidated district as a result of staff reductions. The reorganization process itself
has enormous implications for school boards and certified and non-certified staff
(Struss, 1999).
Literature on how communities in Nebraska are affected by the loss o f their
high school is non-existent. Nationally, studies and literature are inconclusive and
ambiguous. Sell et al. (1996) studied the socio-economic impacts of consolidation on
four pairs of consolidated public high schools in North Dakota that closed between
1987 and 1993. The report studied population trends, retail sales, community pull
factors, community employment trends, and participation in civic organizations
within the affected communities. Given the lack of literature available in Nebraska
and the demographic similarities between Nebraska and North Dakota, the Sell et al.
study of 1996 could be considered to be the most reasonable representation available
from which to draw conclusions for Nebraska communities. Among the conclusions
found from the study were:
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■ Participation in community organizations increased in host communities and
decreased in vacated communities. Respondents from vacated communities
were more likely than host communities to agree that consolidation led them
to change their participation in community organizations.
■ Changes in retail sales were probably related to changes in the local economy,
rather than changing in the school district.
■ Both host and vacated communities believed that retail sales and the number
of businesses had declined in the last 10 years. Members from vacated
communities were more likely to contribute the decline to consolidation than
were members from host communities (Sell et al., 1996).
Community populations. Literature on how consolidation affects the
population of communities that have lost a high school through consolidation is
inconclusive. The common thought is that population decline is a given result if a
community loses its school. Kay (1982) felt the closing of schools contributed to the
decline of rural populations and to the centralization of populations in larger towns
and cities. Dreier and Goudy (1994) concluded from a study of rural communities in
north central Iowa that half of the communities with a high school gained significant
population while three-fourths of those without a high school lost population.
Further, while some towns with a high school lose population as well, the town
without a high school loses population at a faster rate.
Conversely, some literature shows that population decline had already begun
in many communities prior to consolidation. Sell et al. (1996) reported in a study of
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four consolidated districts that one of the vacated communities actually gained in
population. Further, six of the eight North Dakota communities Sell et al. studied had
declining populations from 1980 to 1994. This time frame was a minimum of 7 years
pre-consolidation for all o f these communiti es. Given the fact that one of the vacated
communities gained in population, it can be concluded that three host communities
lost population as well as three vacated communities. This would suggest that other
factors exist for population decline other than school consolidation. Supportive of
this is a statement made by a school consolidation consultant in North Dakota, “the
school closing does not kill the community; the community exists first and dies first”
(Sell et al., 1996, p. 12).
Community services and activities. A common thought among rural
community members is that the loss of the school will have negative and detrimental
effects upon the services and activities within the community. Parallel with the loss
o f the school is the death of the community. Does participation in community and
civic organizations decrease as a result of a community losing its school, altering the
community’s social infrastructure? Is less time spent participating in community
sponsored and organized activities? Theobald (1995) found that community values,
mores, and traditions were inherent and reflected in the local schooling process.
Peshkin (1982) found that rural schools provided a sense of structure and meaning in
the lives of a community. Dreier (1982) found that rural communities did indeed lose
local services when the high school closed. He compared 24 community services in
1955 and 1980 for eleven communities that lost their high school. The average
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population for the eleven communities was 440 people, with community sizes ranging
from 152 to 1,112. In general, while vacated communities may have added or
substituted different community services such as new auto dealerships and senior
citizen housing, the total number of community services did decline. Sell et al.
(1996) found both host and vacated communities agreed that school consolidation
resulted in decreased participation in community organizations while their survey
results indicate the host communities5community organization participation
increased.
Many vacated communities fail to die the anticipated slow death, however,
and continue to provide community activities and services through various
organizations in spite of losing their high school. Fuguitt (1971) suggested that the
failure o f so many towns to die as anticipated in the 1950s and 1960s shows the
resiliency of small communities and raises questions about conventional wisdom that
a community will die when it loses its school. In their North Dakota study of 1996,
Sell et al. found one vacated community that exemplified this resiliency. The
smallest of the eight communities studied had active community and service
organizations prior to losing its school. Upon becoming a vacated community, this
community combined its already strong leadership and sense of community with its
new school partner and strengthened community participation in the residents of its
new host community. Indeed, the life and vitality of a community prior to losing its
school will greatly affect its post consolidation services and activities.
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Community employment, per capita, income, property taxes and valuations.
Literature is again inconclusive as to the impact of losing a high school on
community employment. The traditional school of thought is that as the educational
jobs are lost and leave town, jobs in the private sector will be lost as well. PesMdn
(1978) suggested in a detailed case study of Mansfield High School in Illinois that the
school plays an integral and critical part in the vitality of the community. With a
major employer, many times the largest, leaving the community, taking with it its
payroll and its related loss of jobs and economics, it is a common belief the
community will suffer a slow death. Struss (1999) found that school reorganization
does have an impact upon the employment opportunities available in vacated
communities. The school is not only a major source o f employment in rural
communities, but provides entrepreneurial opportunities within the community as
well. Further, Sederberg (1987) in exploring the economic role that school districts
play in rural communities, found that an employment multiplier of 1.6 existed for
rural schools in the state of Missouri. For every job that existed in a school district, .6
of an additional job was created within the community. So if, for example, a small
district with only 10 employees would consolidate, the effect on the community in
terms of actual jobs lost would be the equivalent of 16, not 10.
In studying the employment trends in the five counties that comprised the
eight North Dakota communities studied, Sell et al. (1996) did not find decreasing
employment necessarily the result of losing the high school. While not looking
specifically at the community itself, but the county of which it is a part, the
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countywide short-term employment figures from 1990-1994 showed only one county
declining in total employment. The long-term, however, from 1980 to 1994, showed
three of the five counties declining in total employment. The report concluded that in
all but two o f the communities, total employment had decreased due to declining
populations characteristic of rural, agricultural based communities, and not
necessarily because of a school consolidation.
Similarly, as total employment decreases, so does per capita income. While
literature is scant in addressing per capita income, a similar comparison can be drawn
to community employment. As with employment, Sell et al. (1996) showed that
long-term (1980-1993) per capita income, adjusted for inflation, with the same five
counties, increased in each county. Short-term (1990-1993), however, showed a
decrease in per capita income in three of the five counties. While no attention is paid
directly to the per capita income data in this report, it can be inferred, as with
employment, that the decrease in per capita income was attributable more to the
depressed agricultural economies found in these rural communities than to a
community losing its high school.
As with per capita income, specific literature with regard to how property
taxes and valuations are impacted with the closing of a high school is non-existent.
Inferences can be made, however, that as community employment and population
decline, the demand for housing would also decline. As demand declines, values on
houses decrease. In turn, as values decrease, the abilities for municipalities to collect

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

45

the necessary taxes to operate decrease. Thus, the ability of the municipality to
continue to provide essential services is greatly compromised.
Retail sales, services, and pull factor. A common concern among community
and business leaders is the impact of closing a community’s school will have on the
community’s retail sector. What will the financial impact be? If the school closes,
will the storefront businesses be able to survive? Will the service businesses still be
needed? Voth and Danforth (1982) found that little attention had been given to the
causes o f growth or decline that were internal to the community. Their objective was
to present data as to whether the loss or gain of a school in relatively small
communities would result in community growth or decline. Using data from a
sociological study done in 1975 of 61 rural communities in Southern Illinois, they
found that a parallel did not exist between the loss of a school and the decline of a
community. To the contrary, they found that communities that lost schools were not
as likely to show declines in the number of retail businesses and services than
communities that gained or remained the same.
Sell et al. (1996) supported Voth and Danforth’s findings by concluding that
changes in retail sales and businesses were probably related more to changes in the
local economy and outside influences rather than changes in a school district. Both
host and vacated community groups did not believe consolidation caused dramatic
changes in the retail sector. Further, both groups felt that businesses and sales had
declined in the last 10 years. While pull factors were not available in all of the eight
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North Dakota communities, two host communities reported increases in retail sales
while one host and one vacated community reported decreased sales.
In reporting pull factors across Nebraska from 1970 to 1990, Johnson and
Raddatz (1999) concluded that the average pull factors in rural communities across
Nebraska have decreased dramatically in the last 28 years while the average pull
factor in large and metropolitan counties has increased.
Dramatic changes in retailing activity have occurred across Nebraska
over the past decade, and these changes largely continue unabated.
With each year, it appears that more and more of total retailing volume
moves toward the state’s larger population centers. On the demand
side, consumer preferences and mobility have led to a retail consumer
with less geographic loyalty and greater interests in greater variety and
competitive pricing. Concurrently, on the supply side, the retailer has
been forced to operate with larger volume outlets in order to capture
economies of size and scale. Thus, gravitation of retailing towards the
larger centers has demonstrated both push and pull effects. (Johnson &
Raddatz, 1999, p. 15)
Sell et al. (1996) concluded that while a change in a school district’s status should not
have any immediate impact on an agricultural community’s retail activity, over an
extended period of time, it may indeed have an impact on the retail infrastructure of a
community.
The environment for retail sales, business, and services in rural communities
is ever-changing. As the large retail centers shift toward larger localities, technology
and the internet are changing the picture of sales and business on a daily basis. As
rural entrepreneurs discover the advantages of on-line businesses, perhaps the
relationship between a school and its community and how they impact each other will
become clearer.
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Summary
Since the early days of the Republic, school consolidation has been a slowly,
steadily evolving phenomenon that still continues today. Particularly in smaller,
rural, agrarian communities that continue to experience trends such as fewer, larger
farms and declining population bases, the very real possibility of becoming a vacated
community looms closer with every passing year. Out of all the states in the union,
Nebraska, with its high number of school districts per capita, and ever declining
agricultural base shifting toward more of an urban base, is finding itself in the midst
of what many rural districts would define as a consolidation crisis. A plethora of
conflicting information exists nationwide as to the advantages and disadvantages of
consolidation. Additionally, there exists a handful of studies specific to other states,
exploring the social and economic implications communities face when
consolidating. No such information exists, however, for the state of Nebraska.
While stereotypical perceptions do exist in the rural communities of this state,
factual data do not exist to either support or refute these perceptions. Many smaller
K-12 districts in Nebraska are faced with the possibility of losing their high school
and maintaining an elementary only attendance center. The very real concern is the
same concern experienced across the country and that is presented in this review of
literature; the fear that the community will slowly die if it loses its high school.
Indeed, this researcher, in his position as superintendent in a rural K-12
district, has experienced this phenomenon two times in the past 2 years. Both times,
after feasibility studies were completed and everything appeared headed for

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

48

consolidation, both of the other respective districts withdrew when it either was
initially determined they would not have the high school, or when the reality sunk in
that they would not have the high school.
In Nebraska there is a need for research showing the socio-economic effects
of consolidation on communities that lose their high schools. Due to the lack of
available information, this study is being proposed. This study will focus on seven
indicators—population, per capita income, retail sales, number of retail businesses,
pull factor, property taxes, and property valuations,—derived from the literature that
are most characteristic of the unique needs of Nebraska’s rural communities.
Nebraska communities need to study the real and perceived social and economic
impact of consolidation on communities losing and gaming a high school when faced
with the decision to consolidate. This study will focus on addressing the information
needs of decision-makers—school district personnel, community members, and
members of the business community—when faced with the decision on whether or
not to consolidate.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The purposes of this study were to determine the real and perceived social and
economic impact of school consolidation on host and vacated communities in the
State of Nebraska. This chapter describes the methods used to conduct this study
including the research design, sample, data collection procedures, instruments, and
data analysis.
Research Design
This study used a survey procedure to measure the perceptions of individuals
who have been involved in a school consolidation. These perceptions were measured
against current, actual data in order to determine if a relationship exists between
actual and perceived effects.
Sample
Individuals from nine communities that comprise the four recently
consolidated school districts in Nebraska were surveyed to determine their
perceptions of the impact of consolidation on their community. The surveyed groups
within the communities included school .personnel, community members, and
business owners who were part of the community prior to consolidation and who
remained a part of the newly consolidated district. Demographic information
collected from the subjects included age, sex, amount of education, relationship to the
school and community (i.e., school district personnel, community member, business
owner), length o f time in the community, and what school district they were a part of
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before consolidation. Of the 180 people who responded to the survey: 52% had
children attending school at the time of consolidation, 48% did not; 78% were in
favor of the consolidation, 11% were not in favor of consolidation and 11% were
undecided; 53% were in favor of the school closing while 38% were not in favor and
9% were undecided; 43% of the respondents were males and 57% were female; 11%
were retired, 65% were employed by someone else and 24% were self-employed.
Ages ranged from 30 to the mid-80s and the amount of education the respondents had
ik

ranged from less than 12 grade to college graduates.
Procedures
From 1984 to 1999,62 K-12 school districts in the state of Nebraska were
either dissolved or reorganized to create 19 newly consolidated districts. From these
19 new districts, four were chosen for this study. These districts were chosen based
upon several factors including the similar population size of the consolidating
communities, the similar enrollment size of the consolidating districts, the number of
students from the consolidating districts who continued their education in the newly
consolidated district, and the recommendation from the Nebraska Department of
Education School Reorganization Department as to which districts should be
included. Appendix C shows the Nebraska school districts that consolidated between
1984 and 1999.
Based upon these factors, the school districts of Elmwood/Murdock,
Wauneta/Palisades, Southern Valley (Beaver City, Oxford, and Orleans) and South
Platte (Big Springs and Brule) and their comprising communities were chosen to be
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included in this study. From within these entities, the selected stakeholder groups
were surveyed to determine their perceptions regarding the effects of consolidation on
the community.
A stratified random sampling procedure was utilized to conduct a telephone
survey o f school personnel, community members, and business owners within each of
these communities. In the event that an individual fell into more than one o f these
groups, the respondent was asked to identify which stakeholder group he/she felt best
identified his/her position. Data was collected through telephone surveys o f 180
respondents from those same nine communities utilizing the same indicators.
Respondents were divided equally with 90 being surveyed from host communities
and 90 from vacated communities. The 90 respondents from both the host and
vacated communities were divided among three stakeholder groups consisting of
school personnel, community members, and business owners. Of the 90 telephone
surveys conducted in host and vacated communities, 30 respondents from each of the
stakeholder groups were surveyed.
Instruments
There were two sources of data utilized in this study. The first was compiled
actual data obtained from the Nebraska Department of Education, Nebraska
Department of Property Assessment and Taxation, Department of Agricultural
Economics at the University of Nebraska - Lincoln, the State Library of Iowa, Office
of Social and Economic Trend Analysis, and the United States Bureau of the Census,
which addressed actual past and present indicators within the included consolidated
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districts. The second instrument was a survey of stakeholders within the included
communities (see Appendix D). This survey gathered data on stakeholders’
perceptions as to the social and economic impact of consolidation on their
communities. Survey questions were structured around the identified indicators.
Actual data. The Nebraska Department of Education, Nebraska Department
of Property Assessment and Taxation, Department of Agricultural Economics at the
University of Nebraska - Lincoln, the State Library of Iowa, Office of Social and
Economic Trend Analysis, and the United States Bureau of the Census collect a wide
array of data from Nebraska communities that define the status of communities.
Through the collection of multiple years o f this data, an analysis could be drawn
between identified indicators within a community for a given number o f years that
include pre-consolidation years and post-consolidation years. This study analyzed 5
years of data for pre-consolidation and 5 years of data for post-consolidation. By
looking at this analysis of actual data, conclusions were drawn as to the effect of
consolidation on these communities.
Survey. A survey administered by Sell et al. (1996) in their study about the
effects of losing a high school on four North Dakota communities was modified
slightly for this study (see Appendix D). The survey gathered participant perceptions
about consolidation in their community with respect to the identified indicators.
When the indicators from the survey were compared with the same indicators from
the actual data, relationships between actual effects and perceived effects were made.
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Content validity. The questions in this survey were specific to the indicators
identified in research questions one and two. A 5-point Likert scale-was used to
gauge the perceptions of those surveyed as to the effects gaining or losing a high
school has had on their communities. Once the survey was modified, the format of
the survey and the appropriateness of the survey questions were reviewed by Russ
Inbody, Director of the Department of School Reorganization at the Nebraska
Department of Education, Roger Hudson, former Director o f the Department of
School Reorganization at the Nebraska Department of Education, and Jerry McCall,
founder o f Education Consulting Services, a nationally known consulting firm that
conducts numerous school consolidation studies across the nation each year. The
survey development process consisted of a review of the literature, review by
Nebraska Department of Education personnel, and a review by professionals who are
currently conducting feasibility studies in the field of school consolidation.
Reliability. Once this content validity feedback was reviewed, and revisions
were made, the survey was piloted using two communities from a different
consolidated district to provide an estimate of the survey’s reliability, using the testretest procedure. For this procedure, the survey was administered to 20 people.
Approximately one week later, the same survey was administered to the same people.
The district chosen was as closely related demograpMcally as possible to the districts
used in this study. The test-retest reliability coefficients ranged from .853 to 1.000
for all the survey items, except the pull factor items. Because the reliability
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coefficients for the pull factor items were less than .70, a definition of the term pull
factor was added to the survey to clarify the items.
Research Questions
The following research questions were studied in determining the real and
perceived social and economic effects of school consolidation on host and vacated
communities:
1.

What, if any, changes actually occurred in host and vacated communities
with respect to:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

population
per capita income
retail sales
number o f retail businesses
pull factor
property taxes
property valuations

2. What are the perceptions across stakeholder groups of host and vacated
communities with respect to:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

population
per capita income
retail sales
number of retail businesses
pull factor
property taxes
property valuations

3. Is there a relationship between the actual economic and social indicators
and the (a) perceptions of these same indicators and (b) their belief that a
change was caused by consolidation?

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

55

Variables
Independent variables. The study utilized three independent variables.
Independent variable #1 was the identified stakeholder groups of school
personnel, community members, and business owners.
Independent variable #2 was the community, host and vacated.
Independent variable #3 was time, before or after consolidation.
Dependent variables. The dependent variables were the seven indicators of
change as identified in research questions one and two. These variables included:
population, per capita income, retail sales, number of retail businesses, pull factor,
property taxes, and property valuations.
Data Analysis
For research question one, dependent t-tests were conducted for the host and
vacated communities. The independent variable was time, before or after
consolidation. The dependent variables were the seven indicators: population, per
capita income, retail sales, number of retail businesses, pull factor, property taxes,
and property valuations. Because multiple statistical tests were conducted, a .01 level
of significance was used to control for Type I errors.
Research question two was tested using two-way analyses of variance
(ANOVA). The two independent variables were stakeholder group and community.
The dependent variables were stakeholders’ perceptions of the seven indicators of
change as identified within the question. Because multiple statistical tests were
conducted, a .01 level of significance was used to control for Type I errors.
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Research question three was analyzed using descriptive statistics and CM Square Tests for Independence to determine if stakeholders’ perceptions were
consistent with actual data for each of the seven indicators because multiple statistical
tests were conducted, a .01 level of significance was used to control for Type I errors.
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Chapter 4
Results
The purpose of this study was to determine the real and perceived social and
economic impact of school consolidation on host and vacated communities in the
state of Nebraska. Two sources of data were utilized in this study. The first set of
data was actual data collected on seven indicators from nine communities in the State
of Nebraska. The identified indicators were (a) population, (b) per capita income, (c)
retail sales, (d) number of retail businesses, (e) pull factor, (f) property taxes, and (g)
property valuations. Sources of data were the Nebraska Department of Education,
Nebraska Department of Revenue, Nebraska Department of Property Assessment and
Taxation, Department of Agricultural Economics at the University ofNebraskaLincoln, State Library of Iowa, Office o f Social and Economic Trend Analysis, and
the United States Bureau of the Census.
The second set of data was collected through telephone surveys of 180
respondents from those same nine communities utilizing the same indicators.
Respondents were divided equally with 90 being surveyed from host communities
and 90 from vacated communities. The 90 respondents from both the host and
vacated communities were divided among three stakeholder groups consisting of
school personnel, community members, and business owners. Of the 90 telephone
surveys conducted in host and vacated communities, 30 respondents from each of the
stakeholder groups were surveyed. Two questions, one assessing a respondent’s
perception and one assessing a respondent’s belief, were asked for each indicator.
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The perception question was constructed using a 5-point Likert scale. The scale
breakdown was: 1— significantly decreased, 2 - slightly decreased, 3 - n o change,
4 - slightly increased, 5 - significantly increased. The belief question was also
constructed using a 5-point Likert scale. The scale breakdown was: 1 - strongly
disagree, 2 - disagree, 3 - indifferent, 4 - agree, 5 - strongly agree. The questions
also allowed an additional option for the respondents to indicate if they felt a change
in this indicator was not related to consolidation.
Research Question 1
What, if any, changes (before and after consolidation) actually occurred in
host and vacated communities with respect to: (a) population, (b) per capita income,
(c) retail sales, (d) number of retail businesses, (e) pull factor, (f) property taxes, and
(g) property valuations?
Population. There was not a significant main effect for time, F (l, 7) = 2.658,
j>= . 147, or community, F(l, 7) = 0.304, j> = .598, and no significant interaction
between time and community, F (l, 7) = 0.253, j>= .631 (see Table 3).
Per capita income. There was a significant main effect for time F(l, 7) =
95.878, p <.0005. Collapsed across community, the pre-consolidation per capita
income (M = 9,814.33, SD = 975.12) was significantly less than the post
consolidation per capita income (M = 15,957.00, SD = 1,951.11). There was no
significant main effect for community, F (l, 7) = 0.525, 2 = .492, and no significant
interaction between time and community, F(l, 7) = 3.191,

.117 (see T able 3).
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Table 3
Actual Data for Host and Vacated Communities

Time
Pre population

Community
^

Post population

Pre per capita incon

Post per capita inca

Pre retail sales

Post retail sales

Pre retail businesses

Post retail businesse

Mean

n
309.06
142.87
217.32
252.76
114.30
180.56
796.47
1,110.04
975.12
842.85
2,341.17
1,951.11
1,884,439.79
740,941.82
1,501,759.21
2,856,571.68
798,780.91
2,258,627.78
25.42
16.49
19.79
29.73
16.12
22.77

Pre pull factor

Jost pull factor

.31
.74
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Table 3 (continued)
Pre property taxes

Post property taxes

Pre property valuations

Post property valuations

Host
Vacated
Total
Host
Vacated
Total

91,884.31
45,465.43
66,096.04
79,914.44
55,408.86
66,300.23

60,929.88
13,511.27
45,628.68
46,543.88
21,488.88
34,786.10

4
5
9
4
5
9

Host
Vacated
Total
Host
Vacated
Total

9,025,718.80
6,643,530.20
7,702,280.70
10,440,042.00
8,227,333.60
9,210,759.30

3,164,997.52
2,216,898.69
2,791,077.38
3,736,622.21
3,364,823.66
3,500,988.42

4
5
9
4
5
9
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Retail sales. There was not a significant main effect for time, F(l, 7)= 1.954,
j> = .205, or community, F(l, 7) = 3.483r g = . 104, and no significant interaction
-between time and community, F(l, 7) = 1.882, g = .212 (see Table 3).
Retail businesses. There was not a significant main effect for time,
F(l, 7) = 2.471, g = . 160, or community, F(l, 7) = 0.544, g = .485, and no significant
interaction between time and community, F(l, 7) = 1.675, g = .237 (see Table 3).
Pull factor. There was not a significant main effect for time, F(l, 7) = 0.437,
g = .530, or community, F (l, 7) = 1.047, g = .340, and no significant interaction
between time and community, F(l, 7) = 1.002, g = .350 (see Table 3).
Property taxes. There was not a significant main effect for time,
F(l, 7) = 0.012, g = .915, or community, F(l, 7) = 2.225, g = .179, and no significant
interaction between time and community, F(l, 7) = 1.421, g = .272 (see Table 3).
Property valuations. There was not a significant main effect for time,
F(l, 7) = 10.751, g = .014, or community, F (l, 7) = 1.259, g = .299, and no
significant interaction between time and community, F (l, 7) = 0.034, g = .858 (see
Table 3).
Research Question 2
What are the perceptions across stakeholder groups of host and vacated
communities with respect to: (a) population, (b) per capita income, (c) retail sales,
(d) number o f retail businesses, (e) pull factor, (f) property taxes, and (g) property
valuations?
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Population. There was a significant main effect for type of community,
F (l, 174) = 6.919, g = .009. The mean for host communities (M = 2.28, SD = 0.64)
was significantly less than the mean for vacated communities (M = 2.57, SD = 0.90).
There was no significant main effect for stakeholder group, F (2 ,174) = 0.264,
2 = .768, and no significant interaction between type of community and stakeholder
group, F(2, 174) = 1.741, g

=

. 178 (see Table 4).

Per capita income. There was no significant main effect for type of
community, F(l, 171) = 5.149, j>= .025, or stakeholder group, F (2 ,171) = 2.848,
g = .061, and no significant interaction between type of community and stakeholder
group, F(2, 171) = 3.779, g = .025 (see Table 4).
Retail sales. There was a significant main effect for type of community,
F(l, 170) = 43.117, p <.0005. The mean for host communities (M= 2.82, SD = 0.79)
was significantly higher than the mean for vacated communities (M = 1.98,
SD = 0.88). There was no significant main effect for stakeholder group,
F (2 ,170) = 1.679, p = .190, and no significant interaction between type of community
and stakeholder group, F (2,170) = 0.957, g = .386 (see Table 4).
Retail businesses. There was a significant main effect for type of community,
F(l, 173) = 12.169, p = .001. The mean for host communities (M = 2.50, SD = 0.80)
was significantly higher than the mean for vacated communities (M = 2.04,
SD = 0.86). There was no significant main effect for stakeholder group,
F(l, 173) = 1.658, p = .193, and no significant interaction between type of community
and stakeholder group, F(l, 173) = 0.274, g = .761 (see Table 4).
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Table 4
Community Perceptions Toward Effects of Consolidation
Population
Host

Vacated

Total

Host

Vacated

Total

Host

Mean

SD

2.39
2.24
2.15
2.28
2.41
2.71
2.59
2.57
2.40
2.50
2.37
2.42

0.64
0.60
0.66
0.64
0.98
0.86
0.84
0.90
0.81
0.79
0.78
0.79

38
25
27
90
32
31
27
90
70
56
54
180

Per Capita Income

Mean

SD

S

School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
otal

3.03
2.52
3.07
2.90
2.57
2.68
2.70
2.65
2.82
2.61
2.89
2.77

0.64
0.51
0.47
0.60
0.73
0.60
0.87
0.73
0.72
0.56
0.72
0.68

37
25
27
89
30
31
27
88
67
56
54
177

Retail Sales

Mean

SD

n

School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total

2.97
2.68
2.74
2.82

0.64
0.69
1.02
0.79

School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total

3
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Table 4 (continued)
Vacated

Total

Host

Vacated

Total

Host

Vacated

Total

2.07
2.10
1.74
1.98
2.58
2.36
2.24
2.40

0.84
1.01
0.71
0.88
0.86
0.92
1.01
0.93

Number of Retail
Businesses

Mean

SD

School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total

2.63
2.32
2.48
2.50
2.19
2.00
1.93
2.04
2.43
2.14
2.20
2.27

0.82
0.69
0.85
0.80
0.95
0.82
0.83
0.86
0.90
0.77
0.88
0.86

38
25
27
90
31
31
27
89
69
56
54
179

Pull Factor

Mean

SD

1

School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total

2.94
2.28
2.78
2.70
2.31
2.16
2.07
2.18
2.66
2.21
2.43
2.45

0.47
0.74
0.70
0.68
0.81
0.69
0.68
0.72
0.71
0.71
0.77
0.75

36
25
27
88
29
31
27
87
65
56~
54
175

School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total

29
31
27
87
66
56
54
176
fi
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Table 4 (continued)

Property Taxes

Mean

SD

3.87
3.96
3.70
3.84
4.10
3.93
3.93
3.99
3.97
3.95
3.81
3.92

0.84
0.54
0.47
0.67
0.98
0.87
0.78
0.88
0.91
0.73
0.65
0.78

Property Valuations

Mean

SD

School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total

3.84
3.12
3.85
3.64
3.90
3.55
3.85
3.76
3.87
3.36
3.85
3.70

0.75
1.05
0.72
0.89
0.75
0.85
0.66
0.77
0.75
0.96
0.68
0.83

School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
Vacated School Personnel
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
School Personnel
Total
Community Member
Business Owner
Total
Host

Host

Vacated

Total
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3
38
25
27
90
31
30
27
88
69
55
54
178
n
38
25
27
90
31
31
27
89
69
56
54
179

66

Pull factor. There was a significant main effect for type of community,
F(l, 169) = 22.079, j> <.0005, and stakeholder group, F (2,169) = 5.347, g = .006.
The mean for host communities (M ==2.70, SD = 0.68) was significantly higher than
the mean for vacated communities (M = 2.18, SD = 0.72). Follow-up Tukey pairwise
comparison tests indicated that school personnel (M = 2.66, SD = 0.71) rated the pull
factor significantly higher than community members (M = 2.21, SD = 0.71). There
was no significant interaction between type of community and stakeholder group,
F (2,169) = 3.102, p = .048 (see Table 4).
Property taxes. There was no significant main effect for type of community,
F(l, 172) = 1.424, e = .234, or stakeholder group, F (2 ,172) = 0.738, e = .480, and no
significant interaction between type of community and stakeholder group,
F(l, 172) = .490, e = .613 (see Table 4).
Property valuations. There was a significant main effect for stakeholder
group F (2 ,173) = 8.337, E <.0005. Follow-up Tukey pairwise comparison tests
indicated that school personnel (M = 3.87, SD = 0.75) rated property valuations
significantly higher than community members (M = 3.36, SD = 0.96). There was no
significant main effect for type of community, F(l, 173) = 1.824, p = . 179, and no
significant interaction between type of community and stakeholder group,
F(l, 173) = 1.177,e = .311 (see Table 4).
Research Question 3a
Is there a relationship between the actual economic and social indicators and
the perceptions of these same indicators?
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Population. Actual data indicated no significant change in host and vacated
communities’ populations pre- and post-consolidation, whereas survey data indicated
a significant difference in stakeholders’ perceptions with stakeholders in host
communities (M = 2.28, SD = 0.64) rating population change more negatively than
stakeholders in vacated communities (M = 2.57, SD = 0.90).
Per capita income. Actual data indicated that collapsed across community
pre-consolidation per capita income (M = 9,814.33, SD = 975.12) was significantly
less than post-consolidation per capita inpome (M = 15,957.00, SD= 1,951.11).
Survey data indicated no significant differences in stakeholders’ perceptions.
Retail sales. Actual data indicated no significant change in host and vacated
communities’ retail sales pre- and post-consolidation, whereas survey data indicated a
significant difference in stakeholders’ perceptions with stakeholders in host
communities (M = 2.82, SD = 0.79) rating retail sales change more positively than
stakeholders in vacated communities (M = 1.98, SD = 0.88).
Retail businesses. Actual data indicated no significant change in the number
of host and vacated communities’ retail businesses pre- and post-consolidation,
whereas survey data indicated a significant difference in stakeholders’ perceptions
with stakeholders in host communities (M = 2.50, SD = 0.80) rating the change in the
number o f retail businesses change more positively than stakeholders in vacated
communities (M = 2.04, SD = 0.86).
Pull factor. Actual data indicated no significant change in host and vacated
communities’ pull factor pre-and post-consolidation, whereas survey data indicated a
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significant difference in stakeholders5perceptions with stakeholders in host
communities (M = 2.70, SD = 0.68) rating pull factor change more positively than
stakeholders in vacated communities (M = 2.18, SD = 0.72) and school personnel
(M = 2.66, SD = 0.71) rating pull factor significantly higher than community
members (M = 2.21, SD = 0.71).
Property taxes. Actual data indicated no significant change in host and
vacated communities’ property taxes pre- and post-consolidation and survey data
indicated no significant differences in stakeholders’ perceptions.
Property valuations. Actual data indicated no significant change in host and
vacated communities’ property valuations pre- and post-consolidation, and survey
data indicated no significant difference in host and vacated community perceptions.
However, survey data indicated a significant difference in stakeholders’ perceptions
with school personnel (M = 3.87, SD = 0.75) rating property valuations significantly
higher than community members (M = 3.36, SD = 0.96).
Research Question 3b
Is there a relationship between the actual economic and social indicators and
the stakeholders’ belief that a change in the indicator was caused by consolidation?
Population. There was no significant change in actual population and a non
significant relationship between type of community and stakeholders’ belief that a
change in population was because of consolidation, X2(5) = 12.907, g = .024. From a
sample of 90 host community members, 6 agreed or strongly agreed that the change
in population was due to consolidation while 32 disagreed or strongly disagreed with
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that statement. Of the remaining host community members, 40 felt that consolidation
had nothing to do with the change in population while 12 were indifferent. From a
sample o f 90 vacated community members, 16 agreed that the change in population
was due to consolidation, while 21 disagreed or strongly disagreed with that
statement. Of the remaining vacated community members, 40 felt that consolidation
had nothing to do with the change in population, while 13 were indifferent (see
Table 5).
Per capita income. Collapsed across community, the pre-per capita income
was significantly less than the post-per capita income. There was a non-significant
relationship between the type of community and stakeholders’ belief that a change in
per capita income was caused by consolidation, X2(5) = 12.003, g = .035. From a
sample of 90 host community members, only 3 agreed or strongly agreed that the
change in per capita income was due to consolidation, while 19 disagreed or strongly
disagreed with that statement. Of the remaining host community members, 50 felt
that consolidation had nothing to do with the change in population while 18 were
indifferent. From a sample of 90 vacated community members, 12 agreed or strongly
agreed that the change in per capita income was due to consolidation, while 23
disagreed or strongly disagreed with that statement Of the remaining vacated
community members, 36 felt that consolidation had nothing to do with the change in
per capita income, while 19 were indifferent (see Table 5).
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Table 5
Community Beliefs on Effects of Consolidation
Population
Host

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

40
10
22
12
4
2

Vacated

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

40
10
11
13
16
0

Vacated

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

36
6
17
19
11
1

Vacated

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

44
3
11
10
22
0

X 2(5)= 12.907,
E = .024
Per Capita
Income
Host

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

50
3
16
18
1
2
X 2(5)= 12.003,
D= .035
Retail Sales

Host

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

37
13
19
6
15
0
X 2(4)=11.313,
2 - .023
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Table 5 (continued)

Number of Retail
- Businesses
Host

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

39
7
26
12
6
0

Vacated

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

46
4
17
8
15
0

Vacated

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

48
2
15
8
17
0

Vacated

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

24
2
15

X 2(4) = 7.936,
2 —.094
Pull Factor
Host

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

38
13
19
13
7
0
It*

il
o
oU \

X 2(4)=15.057,

Property Taxes
Host

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

28
0
17
14
28
3
X 2(5)=9.788,
00
p
II

PI

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

9
21
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Table 5 (continued)

Property
Valuations
Host

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

43
6
17
11
12
1

-

Vacated

Unrelated
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Indifferent
Agree
Strongly Agree

X^S^S.OOl,
2 = .416
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Retail sales. There was no significant change in actual retail sales and a non.. significant relationship between type of community and stakeholders’ belief that a
change in retail sales was because of consolidation, X 2(4) = 1 1 .3 1 3 ,.0 2 3 . From
a sample o f 90 host community members, 15 agreed that the change in retail sales
was due to consolidation, while 32 disagreed or strongly disagreed with that
statement. Of the remaining sample, 37 felt that consolidation had nothing to do with
the change in retail sales while 6 were indifferent. From a sample of 90 vacated
community members, 22 agreed that the change in retail sales was due to
consolidation, while 14 disagreed or strongly disagreed with that statement. Of the
remaining sample, 44 felt that consolidation had nothing to do with the change in
retail sales, while 10 were indifferent (see Table 5).
Retail businesses. There was no significant change in the actual retail
businesses and a non-significant relationship between type o f community and
stakeholders’ belief that a change in the number of retail businesses was because of
consolidation, X 2(4) = 7.936, g = .094. From a sample of 90 host community
members, 6 agreed that the change in the number of retail businesses was due to
consolidation, while 33 disagreed or strongly disagreed with that statement. Of the
remaining sample, 39 felt that consolidation had nothing to do with the change in the
number of retail businesses while 12 were indifferent. From a sample of 90 vacated
community members, 15 agreed that the change in the number of retail businesses
was due to consolidation, while 21 disagreed or strongly disagreed with that
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statement. Of the remaining sample, 46 felt that consolidation had nothing to do with
the change in the number of retail businesses, while 8 were indifferent (see Table 5).
Pull factor. There was no significant change in actual pull factor, but there
was a significant relationship between type of community and stakeholders’ belief
that a change in pull factor was because of consolidation, X 2(4) = 15.057, j>= .005.
From a sample of 90 host community members, 7 agreed that the change in the pull
factor was due to consolidation, while 32 disagreed or strongly disagreed with that
statement Of the remaining sample, 38 felt that consolidation had nothing to do with
the change in pull factor while 13 were indifferent. Conversely, from a sample of 90
vacated community members, 17 agreed that the change in the pull factor was due to
consolidation, while 17 disagreed or strongly disagreed with that statement. Of the
remaining sample, 48 felt that consolidation had nothing to do with the change in the
pull factor, while 8 were indifferent (see Table 5).
Property taxes. There was no significant change in actual property taxes and a
non-significant relationship between type o f community and stakeholders’ belief that
a change in property taxes was because of consolidation, Xf(5) = 9.788, j>= .081.
From a sample of 90 host community members, 31 agreed or strongly agreed that the
change in property taxes was due to consolidation, while 17 disagreed with that
statement. Of the remaining sample, 28 felt that consolidation had nothing to do with
the change in property taxes, while 14 were indifferent. From a sample of 90 vacated
community members, 40 agreed or strongly agreed that the change in property taxes
was due to consolidation, while 17 disagreed or strongly disagreed with that
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statement. Of the remaining sample, 24 felt that consolidation had nothing to do with
the change in property taxes, while 9 were indifferent (see Table 5).
Property valuations. There was no significant change in actual property
valuations and a non-significant relationship between type of community and
stakeholders’ belief that a change in property valuations was because of
consolidation. X 2(5) = 5.001. p = .416. From a sample of 90 host community
members, 13 agreed or strongly agreed that the change in property valuations was due
to consolidation, while 23 disagreed or strongly disagreed with that statement. Of the
remaining sample, 43 felt that consolidation had nothing to do with the change in
property valuations, while 11 were indifferent From a sample of 90 vacated
community members, 23 agreed or strongly agreed that the change in property
valuations was due to consolidation, while 20 disagreed or strongly disagreed with
that statement. Of the remaining sample, 36 felt that consolidation had nothing to do
with the change in property valuations, while 11 were indifferent (see Table 5).
Summary
Opponents of school consolidation believe that communities will die a slow
death should they lose their high school. The perception that people will follow the
high school causing their community to lose businesses, sales, and revenue, and
decrease the community’s population, property valuations and taxes, and income, is
central to this belief. The reality, however, when looking at actual data, indicates that
consolidation and a loss of the high school do not significantly impact these
communities in relation to the seven indicators.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
The results of this study as well as implications for further research are discussed
in this chapter. This study examined the actual changes in seven indicators in
communities that either lost, gained, or maintained a high school following a
consolidation. Also examined were the perceptions of community members regarding
these changes and their beliefs as to whether these changes were related to consolidation.
When discussing these perceptions and beliefs, comparisons were made between the
perceptions of those in host communities and those in vacated communities.
Comparisons were also made between the perceptions and beliefs of school personnel,
community members, and business owners.
Findings o f Actual Data
Significant. Of the seven indicators considered in this study, the only indicator
with any significant change was per capita income. The per capita income of all
communities showed a significant increase from the time of pre-consolidation to post
consolidation, but revealed no significant difference between host and vacated
communities. This is most likely explained by the tendency for salaries to increase to
keep pace with inflation. This was seen across all communities and was not specific to
either host or vacated communities.
Non-significant. Six of the seven indicators (population, retail sales, number of
retail businesses, pull factor, property taxes and property valuations) had changes that
were not significant, comparing the change from (a) pre-consolidation to Post-
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consolidation, (b) vacated communities to host communities, and (c) the interaction
between consolidation and community type. Peshkin (1978) in a case study suggested
that schools play a key role in the vitality of communities. He states it would logically
follow that the loss of schools should have a detrimental effect upon the community’s
potential for growth. The results of this study do not support this idea. This study’s
findings are similar to those ofVoth and Danforth (1982) who found that the loss of a
school did not lead to a community’s decline.
Findings of Stakeholders’ Perceptions
Significant. Of the seven indicators, five (population, retail sales, number of retail
businesses, pull factor, and property valuations) indicated a significant change in the
perceptions o f those responding to the survey either when comparing the type of
community, host or vacated, or when comparing the stakeholder groups, community
members, school personnel, and business owners.
There was a significant difference in the perception o f change in population when
comparing the responses of those in host communities and those in vacated communities.
Surprisingly, while respondents in both communities believed their populations had
decreased, contrary to what might be the expected outcome, respondents in host
communities felt their population had decreased more than the respondents in vacated
communities. A respondent in a vacated community commented that, although the
population had decreased, people have begun moving there because of the good
(consolidated) school system. A community member residing in a host community
stated, “the population decrease was not necessarily due to the consolidation, rather the
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consolidation happened because of the population decrease.” Sell et al. (1996) also found
this sentiment among their respondents. School consolidation was not identified by the
interviewees as the cause of changes in communities. Most respondents felt that the
changes happened before consolidation.
There was also a significant difference in the perceptions of host and vacated
community members regarding changes in the amount of retail sales in their
communities. Host community members believed there was almost no change in the
amount o f retail sales while vacated community members perceived that retail sales in
their community had slightly decreased. Similarly, Sell et al. (1996) found that host
community members felt that retail sales had decreased less than did vacated community
members.
There was a significant difference in the perceptions o f host and vacated
community members regarding changes in the number of retail businesses. Respondents
in both types of communities perceived the number of retail businesses had dropped,
although respondents in vacated communities believed there had been a larger drop in the
number o f retail businesses than did respondents in host communities. This finding
aligns with the finding of the Agricultural Economics Report by Sell et al. (1996).
Regarding pull factor, there was a significant difference between the perceptions
of host and vacated community members. Respondents in vacated communities
perceived their pull factor had decreased more than those in host communities. This
supports the perception of the vacated community members that the retail sales in their
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communities are decreasing. One business owner in a vacated community said, “We’ve
lost four (businesses) in the last year.”
When asked about property valuations, there was a significant difference in the
perceptions among the stakeholder groups. School personnel perceived that property
valuations increased more than did community members.
Non-significant. When comparing the perceptions of respondents in host and
vacated communities, respondents in both types of communities felt per capita income
had not changed while they believed their property taxes had increased slightly. One
community member in a vacated community responded, “Property taxes are going to go
up no matter what, it’s just the nature of the business.”
Differences Between Actual Data and Stakeholders’ Beliefs
Significant. Of the seven indicators, only one, pull factor, indicated a significant
relationship between the type o f community and the stakeholders’ belief that the change
was due to consolidation. Respondents in vacated communities were more likely to
believe that a drop in pull factor was due to consolidation. “People will drive to the town
with the high school and will go to the bar and cafe while they are there, taking business
from us,” responded a business owner in a vacated community.
Non-significant. There were six indicators (population, per capita income, retail
sales, number of retail businesses, property taxes, and property valuation) which did not
show a significant relationship between the type of community and the stakeholders’
belief that the change was due to consolidation.
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There was a non-significant relationship between host and vacated communities
when measuring respondents’ beliefs concerning population change as well as a non
significant relationship in the actual data compiled regarding population change. Almost
half the respondents in both host and vacated communities believed that any change in
population was unrelated to consolidation.
Although actual data indicated a significant change in per capita income from pre
consolidation to post-consolidation, there was not a significant relationship between type
of community and the stakeholders’ belief that the change was due to consolidation.
Over half the respondents in both host and vacated communities either felt indifferent to
the statement that a change was due to consolidation or believed that a change was
unrelated to consolidation.
There was a non-significant relationship between type of community and
stakeholders’ belief that a change in retail sales was due to consolidation. This
corresponds with there being no significant change in actual retail sales. Less than onefourth of the respondents in either type of community believed that a change in retail
sales was due to consolidation. Many respondents, from both types o f communities,
referred to the “Wal-Mart factor.” These people felt that people go out of town to shop at
Wal-Mart, and subsequently do other shopping in the other town, and that is what is
contributing to the decrease in retail sales rather than consolidation. A business owner in
a vacated community stated, “The loss of retail sales is due to our proximity to Lincoln,
not to consolidation.” Another business owner, this time in a host community, felt
consolidation had no effect on the amount retail sales, but he did say that “consolidation
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has broken down barriers and people are more willing to do business in other towns,”
Many respondents felt that sales were dropping because of declining population and
fewer businesses but, again, it was not related to consolidation. Others felt a drop in
retail sales was just characteristic of a rural economy over the past several years. Sell et
al. (1996) found that the people they interviewed held similar beliefs. “Changes in retail
sales are probably related to changes in local economy, rather than changes in the school
district” (p. 32). “Both community groups (host and vacated) believed retail sales and
number of businesses declined in the last 10 years” (p. v).
There was a non-significant relationship between type of community and
stakeholders’ belief that a change in the number of retail businesses was due to
consolidation. This corresponds with there being no significant change in the actual
number of retail businesses. Fifty-one percent of the respondents in vacated communities
and 43% of the respondents in host communities believed that any change in the number
of retail businesses was unrelated to consolidation. In contrast, Sell et al. (1996), found
that vacated community members were more apt to indicate the change in retail sales and
number of businesses was because of consolidation than host community members.
There was a non-significant relationship between type of community and
stakeholders’ belief that a change in property taxes was due to consolidation. Although
there was no significant change in actual property taxes, respondents in both types of
communities perceived property taxes were increasing. Respondents in both types of
communities, 34% in host communities and 44% in vacated communities, agreed that the
increase in property taxes was due to consolidation.
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There was a non-significant relationship between type of community and
stakeholders’ belief that a change In property valuations was due to consolidation. This
corresponds with there being no significant change in actual property valuations. Forty
percent o f respondents in vacated communities and 48% of respondents in host
communities believed that any change in property valuations was unrelated to school
consolidation. A community member in a host community echoed the sentiments of
many others when she said, “property taxes and property valuations have increased
everywhere. It’sj ust the economy. ”
Implications for Policy and Practice
School consolidation is, and will continue to be, a very emotional and difficult
dilemma facing many rural communities in the state of Nebraska. The closing of a
community school can easily be identified with the grieving process of a death: anger,
denial, and finally acceptance. Decisions about whether to consolidate and lose a
community high school are often based on emotions and perceptions, rather than facts
and data. The ability to separate emotion and perception from fact is critical in any
decision-making process. Actual data and resources would greatly assist community
decision-makers in the decision on whether or not to consolidate.
There are several implications for policy and practice. When considering
consolidation, communities need to look at actual historical data from their community to
determine the viability and health of their community as it currently is and compare that
to the historical data from the previous 5, 10, and 20 years. Additionally, pre and post
consolidation data from communities that have already consolidated could allow
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communities to project possible outcomes for the future of their communities should they
consolidate. While the collection of actual historical data is not necessarily difficult, it
can prove time consuming and somewhat laborious. The information for this study was
not available on web site by city. The best source for data was the State Libraiy of Iowa.
Consultants conducting the feasibility study to collect financial, curricular, and staffing
data and information for the districts should expand-their studies to include this
information. While it may initially require the consultants to expand their role to a
“school community” study rather than a “school district” study, once the expanded data
collection sources are identified and established, the result would allow for a more
thorough and complete study that would increase the likelihood for the project to move
from a study phase to an-implementation phase;
The Nebraska Department of Education and the Nebraska Legislature have long
advocated the need for quality education balanced with the need for equity and
efficiency. These same bodies have also been advocates for consolidation if it
accomplished these same ends. Given this, it would seem reasonable that these bodies
should coordinate efforts to establish an organization, either within the Department of
Education itself or a combination of other public agencies, to assist school districts and
communities in the collection and analysis of these data. With an eventual database of
this information, the department could not only assist in the analysis of these data, but
provide additional examples and suggestions as well. If living, working examples were
shared along with actual data, the chance of separating emotion from fact would be
greatly enhanced, as would the opportunity for an objective decision.
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Implications for Further Research
Hopefully, this study will lead to further dialogue among leadersjn the field of
education on how to assist, in an objective fashion, those communities exploring the idea
of consolidation. The Nebraska Department of Education’s Committee on
Reorganization should expand its role from simply approving school reorganizations to
more of a facilitative role in making suggestions and recommendations to communities
considering consolidation regarding feasibility consultants and the depth and breadth of
study needed for their situation.
As these discussions evolve, more studies on the impact of school consolidation
on communities should be conducted. These studies should have a similar focus as this
study but should attempt to find consolidated school districts more demographically
balanced throughout the state. Three of the four consolidated districts in this study,
because o f the desire to study districts of similar size and of a similar consolidation
timeframe, were from the western part of the state while the fourth was from the eastern
part of the state. The next study should attempt to study consolidated districts from the
northern, southern, eastern, and western areas of the state to account for possible
differences in economies throughout the state.
A developing phenomenon is the consolidation of districts and communities that
have already gone through a school consolidation. Data from second-generation
consolidations would also prove beneficial for future reference.
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Conclusion
T his study looked at the actual and perceived effects that losing, gaining, or
retaining a high school has on a community with respect to population, per capita income,
retail sales, the number of retail businesses, pull factor, property taxes, and property
valuations. While there have been numerous studies done on the topic o f school
consolidation, there had not previously been a study conducted in the state of Nebraska
that compared perceptions and beliefs of community members who had been through a
consolidation to actual pre and post consolidation data from the affected communities. A
common perception has always been that if a community loses its high school, the
community will slowly die. This study shows this commonly held belief to be false.
Actual data collected in nine communities for both pre- and post-consolidation in
the areas o f population, per capita income, retail sales, number of retail businesses, pull
factor, property taxes, and property valuations revealed a significant change in only one
of the indicators, per capita income. While this change was indeed significant, the
significance was an increase in per capita income, meaning this was a positive change
and not a negative one. Although there were some differences in the perceptions and
beliefs of various community types and groups, the overall perception o f those involved
in a consolidation is that any decline in their community was already happening prior to
the consolidation, and that it was due to factors other than consolidation. While
individual perceptions to the contrary will continue, this study revealed that losing a high
school does not negatively impact a community when considering population, per capita
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income, retail sales, number of retail businesses, pull factor, property taxes, and property
valuations.
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SUMMARY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION
'
1984 TO 1999
■
(Class 1 Mergers Only Included as Part of Creation of New District)

DISSOLVED DISTRICT

CLASS

30-0019
30-0075

3
3

Fairmont Public Schools
Geneva Public Schools

27-0008
Northbend Elementary
27-0027
Webster Public School
27-0091
Ames Public School
27-0092 . Dist 092 - Dodge Co.
27-0093
Cotterell Public Sch
27-0095
North Bend Central Jr-Sr Hi
78-0014
Morse Bluff District
27-0019
27-0026
27-0049
27-0065
27-0087
27-0088
27-0094
89-0517

34-0030
34-0166

Nickerson Public School
Hooper Elementary School
Uehling Public School
Rosedale Public School
Luther-Broadview Pub Sch
Dist 088 - Dodge Co.
Logan View Jr-Sr High
Sheridan Public School
■Adams Public School
Filley Public School

93-0056
93-0095

Bradshaw Public School
Henderson Public School

24-0051

Faraam Public Schools

RECEVING DISTRICT

. Page 1

£ jASS

d is s o l u t io n d a t e

30-0025 District -025 Fillmore County
' (CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

3

5/24/99

27-0595 North Bend Central Public School
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

3

06/1/98

1
1
1
1
1
1
6
1

27-0594 Logan View Public School
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

3

06/1/98

3
2

34-0034 Daniel Freeman Public School
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

3

03/1/98

2
■3

93-0096 Heartland Public School
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

3

03/3/98

1
1
1
1

1

..

o
GO

2
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Page 2

SUMMARY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION
' .1984 TO 1999
(Class 1 Mergers Only Included as Part of Creation of New District)

DISSOLVED DISTRICT

CLASS

32-0012

Eustis Public Schools

2

35-0003

Lewellen Rural High School

6

35-0001

Garden County High School

73-0070
73-0111

Bartley Public Schools
Beaver Valley Public Schools

2
2

73-0170

71-0009
71-0010
71-0024
71-0084
71-0502

Dist 009 - Platte County
Dist 010 - Platte County
Dist 024 - Platte County
Dist 084 - Platte County
Lakeview High School

1
1
1.
1
6

25-0080
51-0017

Big Springs Public School
Brule Public School

33-0019
33-0477
42-0530

Beaver City Public School
■Oxford Community School
Orleans Public School

RECEVING DISTRICT

CLASS

D ISSO LU TIO N DATE

3

04/07/97

• 6

01/13/97

Twin Valley Public Schools
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

2

12/21/96

71-0005

Lakeview Community Schools
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

3

05/06/97

3
3

25-0095

South Platte Public School
.(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

.3

08/01/95

3
3
3

33-0540

Southern Valley Public School
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

3

07/01/93

79-0011

Morrill Public School

3

06/01/93

79-0001

Lyman Public School

3

15-0031

Wauneta Public School

3

32-0095

Eustis-Famam Public Schools
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT}

•

'
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Page 3

SUMMARY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION
1984 TO 1999
(Class 1 Mergers Only Included as Part of Creation of New District)

DISSOLVED DISTRICT

CLASS

RECEVING DISTRICT

CLASS

DISSOLUTION DATE

44-0064

Palisade Public School

2

15-0536

Wauneta/Palisade Public School
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

3

11/18/91

33-0103

Holbrook Public School

2

33-0018

Arapahoe Public School

3

06/01/92

66-0044

Douglas Public School

2

49-0033

Sterling Public School

3

06/01/92

■81 -0002

Rushville Public School

3

81-0005

Rushville Elementary
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

1

06/01/92

81-0006 Rushville High School

NEW CLASS 6 FORMED

06/01/92

(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

3

13-0095
13-0507

Elmwood Public School
Murdock Public School

2

68-0033
68-0074

Grant Elementary School
Perkins County High

6

08-0017
08-0021

Spencer Public School
Naper Public School

3
2

53-0001
53-0003

Kimball County High
Kimball Grade School

27-0039

Snyder Public School

ElmwOod-Murdock
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

02/14/90

68-00-01 Grant Public School
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

09/01/90

08-0038

Spencer-Naper Public School
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

03/09/88

53-0001 Kimball Public School
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

08/31/88

27-0062

02/23/87

13-0097

1

6

1

Scribner Public School

'
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SUMMARY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION
.1984 TO 1999
(Class 1 Mergers Only Included as Part of Creation of New District)

Page 4

DISSOLVED DISTRICT

CLASS

RECEVMG DISTRICT

41-0061

Hordville Public School '

2

72-0072

Polk Public School

3

08/17(87

53-0002

Dix Public School

2

17-0009

Potter Public School

3

07/06/87

01-0042
91-0531

Roseland Public School
Bladen Public School

2
2

01-0123

Silver Lake Public School
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

3

29-0501
29-0507

Benkelman Public School
Haigler Public School

3
2

29-0117

Dundy County Public School
(CREATED NEW DISTRICT)

33-0001

Wilsonville Public School

2

73-0111 Beaver Valley Public School
(CHANGE FROM CLASS 2 TO CLASS 3)

42-0001

Republican City Public Sch

2

42-0002
31-0506

Alma Public School
Franklin Public School

3

3

07/01/86

2

70-0016

Gering Public School

3

07/01/86

2

80-0567

Centennial Public School

3

03/01/86

2

11-0020

Lyons-Decatur Public School

3

02/15/84

79-0081

Melbeta Public School '

93-0054' . Gresham Public School
11-0007

Decatur Public School

■

'

DISSOLUTION DATE

■

01/06/86

08/01/86

05/21/86
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1. Which school district did you belong to before consolidation?________
' A. Did you live in that district?

No

Yes

B. Which community did you live in? ________________________
C. Did you have children attending school at that time? Yes No
If yes, what district did they attend? ____________________
2. Which consolidated school district do you currently belong to?_______
A. Do you live in that district?

Yes

No

B. Which community do you live in? _________________________
C. Do you have children attending school at this time? Yes

No

If yes, what district do they attend? ____________________
3. Were you in favor of the consolidation?

Yes

No

Undecided

If no or undecided, what would you have recommended instead of
consolidation? ___

4. Were you in favor of the school closing?

Yes

No

Undecided

If no or undecided, what would you have recommended instead of closing
the school?

___

______

5.
Do you have any plans to move away from this community within the
next five years?
1
2
3
4

Definitely will not move
Probably will not move
Probably will move
Definitely will move
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6.

How old were you on your last birthday?

7.

Including yourself, how many people live in this household? ___

8.

How many people in your household are less than 18 years of age?

9.

What is your sex?

1 Male

years

2 Female

What is the highest level of school that you have completed?
1
2

3
4

11.

Less than 12thgrade
High school graduate
Some post secondary school
College graduate

What is your employment status?
a. Unemployed
b. Retired
c. Employed by someone else
d. Self-employed
Occupation: __________________________

12.

What number is closest to your household’s 2003 personal income?
a.
b.
c.
d.

13.

Under $20,000
$20,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $59,999
Greater than $60,000

Which one of the following three categories do you feel best describes
your position to the school district in this community?
a. school personnel
b. community member
c. business owner
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14.

W hat has happened to the population in your community since
consolidation?
S ignificantly

Slightly

1

No Change

Slightly
Increased

Significantly
Increased

3

4

5

2

15.
I feel the change in the population in my community is because of
consolidation.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Disagree

Indifferent

Agree

Strongly
Agree

3

4

5

2

Or do you feel the change was
not related to consolidation? (If
no, mark this box)
□

16.
What has happened to the per capita income (average income per
person) in your community since consolidation?
Significantly
Decreased

Slightly
Decreased

1

No Change

Slightly
Increased

Significantly
Increased

3

4

5

2

17.
I feel the change in the per capita income in my community is because
of consolidation.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Disagree

Indifferent

Agree

Strongly
Agree

3

4

5

2

Or do you feel the change was
not related to consolidation? (If
no, mark this box)
q

18.
What has happened to the retail sales in your community since
consolidation?
Significantly
Decreased
1

Slightly
Decreased
2

No Change

Slightly
Increased

Significantly
Increased

3

4

5
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19.
I feel the change in retail sales in my community is because of
consolidation.
Strongly
Disagree
1

Disagree

Indifferent

A gree.

Strongly
Agree

3

4

5

2

Or do you feel the change was
not related to consolidation? (If
No, mark this box)
,
□

20.
I make fewer purchases in my community as a result of the
consolidation.
Strongly
Disagree
1

^ L » ■

Disagree
2

- -*■■--------------- «■-•>•••»

................................................................................, ,.t-i:

Strongly
Agree
5

Agree
4

Indifferent
3

-•?

■.

- — -V &

......

.. „ A s *_______*._______________ *

21.
What has happened to the number of retail business and services in
your community since consolidation?
Significantly
Decreased

Slightly
Decreased

1

No Change

Slightly
Increased

Significantly
Increased

3

4

5

2

22.
I feel the changes in the number of retail businesses and services in my
community are because of consolidation.
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

1

2

Indifferent
3

Agree
4

Strongly
Agree
5

Or do you feel the change was
not related to consolidation? (If
no, mark this box)
□

A pull factor is a unit of measure that compares the annual local per capita
sales rate to the average for the state. If a local area is losing retail sales to
another community, the pull factor will be less than 1.0. If a local area is
capturing retail activity outside its population base, then the pull factor will be
greater than 1.0.
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23.
What has happened to the pull factor in your community since
consolidation?
Significantly
Decreased

Slightly
Decreased

1

24.

No Change

Slightly
Increased

Significantly
increased

3

4

5

2

I feel the change in the pull factor is because of consolidation.
Strongly
Disagree

Indifferent

Disagree

1

2

3

Agree
4

Strongly
Agree

Or do you feel the change was
not related to consolidation? (If
no, mark this box)
Q

5

25.
What has happened to the property taxes in your community since
consolidation?
Significantly
Decreased

Slightly
Decreased

1

No Change

Slightly
Increased

Significantly
Increased

3

4

5

2

26.
I feel the change in property taxes in my community is because of
consolidation.
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

1

2

Indifferent
3

!

)J

Agree
4

Strongly
Agree

Or do you feel the change was
not related to consolidation? (If
no, mark this box)
Q

5

* 5_ i _ L . r Z _ ; _*

- > ~ ~ ...................... '»

27.
What has happened to the property valuations in your community since
consolidation?
Significantly
Decreased

Slightly
Decreased

1

2

No Change

Slightly
Increased

Significantly
Increased

3

4

5

28.
I feel the change in property valuations in my community is because of
consolidation.
Strongly
Disagree

1

Disagree

Indifferent

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Or do you feel the change was
not related to consolidation? (If
no, mark this box) j—j
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29.
What has happened to the employment rate in your community since
consolidation?
Significantly
Decreased

Slightly
Decreased

1

No Change

Slightly
Increased

Significantly
Increased

3

4

5

2

30.
I feel the change in employment rate in my community is because of
consolidation.
Strongly

Strongly

Or do you feel the change was

Agree

related to consolidation? (If no,
mark this box)
Q

not
Disagree

Disagree

1

2

Indifferent
3

Agree
4

5

Thank you for your cooperation
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